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FROM THE AUTHOR. 


Only recently, after a very long illness, have | been able to return to the 
systematic work of putting in order the scattered and unfinished manuscripts 
of The Theory of the New Biology. In the short space of three weeks | have 
succeeded in writing almost entirely anew the first chapter offered here, 
which, in all fairness, could be considered an “Introduction” to the further 
exposition. This gives me hope that, after a short respite, | will not need 
much time to prepare for publication the next three chapters, which should 
be included in the second volume. 


There is one circumstance | would like to especially mention here. 


The most determined opponents of the point of view on which | stand have 
nevertheless repeatedly emphasized the extreme originality of the approach 
of the theory of the new biology to the fundamental questions of any 
philosophical theoretics, to the questions of matter and spirit, of materialism, 
idealism and psychology, of dualism and monism, of existence, of quantity 
and quality, etc. In the clash with the iron might of modern reactionary 
traditions in these questions, with the oppressive, petrified authoritarianism 
that triumphs everywhere in these questions, | strenuously sought for myself 
at least some kind of authoritarianism, on which, in turn, | myself could rely 
in the struggle with these traditions; however, | nowhere found what | was 
looking for. 


With OME 


At the same time, the experience of propagating these new views has long 
since taught me to take into account the fact that any audience listens better 
when what is communicated to it is supported by a certain amount of 
authority. 


This is precisely what compelled me, when addressing an audience least 
infected with authoritarianism, the advanced revolutionary workers, to use in 
a real and bitter struggle with my opponents, who would later speak before 
this audience, the statements made in the text in the name of the Reader or 
the “bourgeois agnostic,” about my educational past and other biographical 


moments that were advantageous to me. | did this with the greatest sadness 
and only because | was looking for at least something “authoritarian” in this 
for my listeners: in the real situation of a bitter struggle between inevitably 
victorious new views and traditions, | was forced to use these crumbs of 
“authoritarianism” for my revolutionary listeners. 


Nevertheless, many years of conventional habits speak powerfully, and it is 
difficult for me for the time being to get rid of the bitterness about the fact 
that | had to resort to this: it is very unpleasant to be forced in the struggle 
to put forward your merits and remain silent about your shortcomings, of 
which, of course, there are always many more. 


Making this reservation with all sincerity, | inform you that as the discussion 
develops | will no longer return to this topic: let those who will not be able to 
triumph over the best victories, finding themselves powerless in the 
theoretical struggle, console themselves with such an amusing game of 
trinkets. The advanced workers, full of proletarian seriousness, having 
familiarized themselves with this reservation of mine, will become even 
better accustomed to the whole situation in which our struggle is unfolding. 


Moscow, 6:HI—1922 | E. Enchman. 
CHAPTER 1. 

% 

The first “great”, “eternal” dualism: space- 


spatial and non-spatial. 


Things are moving before the reader: raindrops are moving in space, clouds 
are moving in the sky, people are moving, animals are moving, flowers are 
turning their petals to the sun, leaves of grass are moving. Everything is 
moving around the reader; he himself is moving. 


When the reader says that the people around him are “moving,” he is usually 
accustomed to using this word (“moving”) to denote only a very small part of 
the movements that occur in a person: his walking, the swinging of his arms, 
the swaying of his entire body. This is not true: absolutely everything that the 
reader observes in the people around him is movement and only movement. 


A man “approaches” the reader; he “smiles” at him; he firmly “shakes his 
hand”; “sighing”, he “tells” the reader, all the while joyfully “smiling”, just as 


today, “settling down” in a clearing in the forest, among the flowers, other 
people “decided” the question of building a school. 


Let the reader “think” about what is happening in the man who 
“approached” him, or rather, what the reader observes or can observe in the 
man who “approached” him. This man “approached”; “walking” is 
movement, movement of the lower extremities, i.e. legs, swaying of the 
whole body; thanks to this swaying, the body of the man who approached, 
maintaining balance, did not fall while walking. The man “smiled”: his 


“smile” is movement—movement 
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muscles of his face, connected with the movements of certain parts of his 
brain and spinal cord. The man "sighed"; his "sighs" are also movements, 
movements of certain muscles of his face, movements of the muscles of his 
stomach and chest, movements of the heart muscle (pulse), pushing the 
blood more strongly into his lungs and, through the main vessels, in streams 
throughout his body. The man "tells" the reader about what happened today 
in the forest clearing; what does it mean - "tells"? Also movements? Well, of 
course: the "speech" of a man is also movements and only movements: 
movements of the muscles of his face, the muscles of his tongue, the 
muscles of the oral cavity; movements of the muscles of the vocal cords 
located in his larynx; movements of the muscles of his stomach, pushing air 
from the lungs outward, onto the vocal cords; complex movements, 
connected with the rest, of various parts of the brain tissue in various areas 
of his brain, spinal cord. 


The reader “observes” all this in the man who has approached. What does 
this mean—“the reader observes”? “To observe” means to make movements 
—and nothing more. So the reader, while the person approaching him makes 
a series of diverse movements, some of which are listed above, “observes” 
these movements, i.e. the bed moves. Every movement always has its 
causes; the “causes” of those movements that occur in the reader are, in 
addition to the complex internal movements that are continuously occurring 
in his organism, those stimuli—visual, auditory—that the person approaching 
sends to the reader by his movements: the person approaches—the reader’s 
pupils gradually contract; the eye muscles, contracting and stretching, 
change the position of the eyeballs; the suit, the complexion of the person 
approaching, i.e. thousands of stimuli from thousands of light rays, 


differently reflected by the surfaces of the clothes or skin of the person 
approaching, cause successive movements in certain points of the reader’s 
brain. When the person approaching speaks, when he "pronounces words" - 
combinations of sounds: "forest", "school", "settled down" - in the reader, 
according to previously established connections of some movements of the 
whole organism with others, in some points of the brain movements 
continuously flash - exactly those same ones that were excited in it earlier, 
long ago or recently, when 


direct impact on him of stimuli (visual, auditory) emanating from the school 
building, from the forest, from a clearing in the forest, from people sitting on 
the grass, etc. 


The reader is all in motion; the man who has approached the reader is also 
all in motion. Does the reader “observe” anything in the man who has 
approached him other than movements? - No. Absolutely nothing and never 
anything other than movements. 


“But the man who has come up is not a machine! (a moving machine); he is 
a ‘living’ man, therefore an animated, ‘mental’ man! Is it really true that | do 
not observe ‘fluff’ in him, or at least ‘mental phenomena’?” the reader will 
ask. 


This question must be answered with the utmost care, without missing a 
single detail, without leaving a single circumstance in the shadows, in the 
darkness. 


The man who has approached the reader is truly “alive”: this is evident from 
the fact that this man is walking, smiling, talking, etc., i.e. he is moving and 
is moving with a special kind of movement called “reflexes.” Life is a word 
that does not mean animation at all, but a special kind of movement, 
namely, reflex movements, and nothing more. Reflex movements differ from 
other kinds of movement found in nature only in their greater complexity. In 
Greek, the word “bios” means life, and the word “biology” means “the study 
of life,” i.e. “the study of reflex movements.” The fact that the man who has 
approached the reader is “alive,” i.e. he is moving with reflexes, he is 
walking, smiling, talking, means that this man is a... “not a machine,” but 
“animate,” “psychic,” etc.? 


To answer this question, it is absolutely necessary, first of all, to find out 
what, in the end, these so often used words mean: “spirit, soul, animation, 
mental phenomena, psyche, psychicity, mental phenomena,” etc. Is there 


really some clear meaning behind these words that should be assigned to 
them so that the reader could use them usefully? 


') The Greek word "bios" (30;), Latin "vita" (uia), Lithuanian "vivos" (\UUO5 - 
alive), Old Russian "Zhiva" (Yua - alive) and Russian "zhivoy", "life" - have one 
common root. 
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Yes. These words mean: "non-spatial phenomena." What are these "non- 
spatial phenomena"? 


The reader observes movements in the people around him and only 
movements. The reader observes movements, the same or similar 

movements, in himself. But does the reader observe movements in 
himself? //10.15bko 


Let the reader examine in more detail, more precisely, what he observes, 
under the name of movement, in the people around him and in himself: 
these are changes in space, displacements in space of individual parts of the 
organisms of the people around him or individual parts of his own organism. 
All movements are extremely rapid, occur in space, are measurable (by 
meter, arshin, foot). The person who approaches him “sighs”, “smiles”, 
“shakes his hand”, “talks”; all these are movements, i.e., spatial phenomena, 
measurable phenomena: each of the dozens of movements that form his 
“sigh” is measurable (by meter, etc.); each of the many hundreds of 
movements that make up his "speech," for example, the vibration of any 
vocal cord, the contraction of a given abdominal muscle, such and such a 
movement in his brain—are measurable (by meter, etc.); each contraction of 
the muscles of his fingers when shaking hands—is measurable. And so on. 
The reader observes in the man who has approached him only and only 
Spatial phenomena. 


But does the reader actually observe spatial phenomena within himself? 


Most likely not. In all the things surrounding the reader—in people, in 
animals, in plants, in minerals, in clouds, in stars—the reader observes only 
Spatial phenomena. But in himself, in addition to spatial phenomena, the 
reader most likely, at the same time, observes other phenomena, non-spatial 
phenomena. Which ones? The writer of this book does not know this and 
cannot know. After all, when he meets the reader, he is able to observe in 
him—in the reader—only his non-spatial phenomena; and only because the 
author admits, considers it possible, quite probable (see above: “most 


likely”), that non-spatial phenomena occur in the reader or in people in 
general, because he himself observes non-spatial phenomena. 
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Several examples will help the reader learn once and for all to consider the 
non-spatial phenomena he observes so separately and distinctly that he will, 
of course, immediately separate them from the non-spatial phenomena he 
may possibly observe in himself. 


The reader is experiencing joy. A man who is also experiencing joy quickly 
approaches the reader. Now pay more attention to what is happening: what 
does the reader observe in the man who has approached him, who is 
experiencing joy? - Movements, movements and movements - and nothing 
more; quick and short movements of the abdominal muscles and part of the 
vocal cords - that is, laughter; increased contractions of the heart muscle - 
increased pulse; special combinations of contractions of the facial muscles - 
"cheerful" facial expressions; movements of the muscles of the abdomen, 
chest, vocal cords, oral cavity, many points of the brain - in the form of 
"cheerful" speech, joyful exclamations: oh, how good! *, "how glad | am!" 
etc. What does the reader observe in himself when he experiences joy? - Also 
movements, the same ones, or similar movements, but most likely not only 
movements, but something else. | 


The reader observes in himself the same spatial phenomena, phenomena of 
movement, which he observes in the person who has approached him and is 
experiencing joy: laughter, rapid pulse, cheerful facial expressions, joyful 
exclamations, etc.; the reader observes all this both in himself and in his 
organism. But, in addition to this, the reader, at the same time, perhaps, 
observes in himself another event, still other phenomena—namely, the non- 
spatial phenomena of joy; no one except the reader himself can observe 
them in him. 


Does the author know what kind of non-spatial phenomena the reader 
observes in himself during his experience of joy, and can he name them? 
Well, of course, the author does not know these phenomena; the author has 
observed non-spatial phenomena only in himself; he has never observed 
them and will not be able to observe them in any other organism, in 
particular, in the organism of the reader; and he also cannot name them in 
words, even from his own experience. Why? 


Because non-spatial phenomena, either individually or in groups, cannot 
have names. Regarding individual 


6 There are no other words regarding non-spatial phenomena or groups of 
non-spatial phenomena. 


“What does this mean?” the reader will ask. 


In order to better understand this assertion, we will have to leave for a while 
the setting of continuous experience in which our exposition, from the very 
first lines, has tried to keep the reader. We will have to engage ina 
discussion of the experience already obtained. Ethan, let us consider 
whether it is true that non-spatial phenomena, either individually or in 
groups, cannot have and do not have names, words? | 


Indeed. We have already seen above that words are movements, they are 
combinations, they are chains of movements more complex than those found 
in the rest of nature. Words are chains of movements peculiar to organisms 
and called reflexes; we have already seen, therefore, that words are not 
organic movements, not reflexes. We saw, further, that all the chains of 
organic movements observed by us were caused by the (causal) action of 
spatial phenomena, i.e., both by the action of stimuli occurring within the 
organism and by the action of stimuli emanating from other people or, in 
general, from things surrounding the organism; in the example we gave at 
the beginning, thousands of units of organic movements, thousands of 
reflexes were caused in the reader’s organism by the action of thousands of 
visual, auditory, tactile and other stimuli emanating from the person who 
approached: by the action of light rays of varying numbers of vibrations 
constantly being reflected from him and refracted in the medium in different 
ways; the action of different frequencies of (Sound) vibrations of the air 
caused by his speech; the action of irritations from direct contact with his 
body (when shaking hands), etc. 


The reader and | have never managed to notice that even one reflex, even 
one movement in the reader's organism was caused by some non-spatial 
phenomenon emanating from the person who approached him. Not once! We 
have come to the conviction from experience that non-spatial phenomena, 
even if they did occur in the person who approached (i.e., if the person who 
approached was animate), etc. 
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had no effect on the reader at all: he did not observe them in the 
approaching one. If we assume (and everyday experience insists on such an 
assumption) that exactly the same thing is repeated every time the reader 
encounters other people or even things in general, then we will come to the 


conclusion that foreign non-spatial phenomena in general in all cases do not 
cause any changes, any movements in the reader’s organism. 


However, the question remains unresolved for us: could it be that those non- 
spatial phenomena that, let’s say, occurred in the reader himself, caused 
some kind of movements in his organism? 


However, this question only seems different from the one we have just 
answered. In fact: if non-spatial phenomena, let us say, occurring in 
organisms, were to cause some Spatial changes (“movements”) in these 
organisms, then such changes (“movements”) could serve (would serve) as 
proof for the people around them that non-spatial phenomena are occurring 
in these organisms; in particular, in the described case with the reader, a 
person approaching him would receive proof of his animation in some 
movements of the reader; at the same time, our entire vast everyday 
experience is in sharp contradiction to such an assumption; our entire vast 
everyday experience confirms to us every minute that we never, in any 
foreign organism, encounter any signs of non-spatial phenomena occurring in 
it, do not encounter any signs of its animation. Thus, every minute our entire 
vast everyday experience confirms to us that all spatial phenomena without 
exception occurring in organisms, as well as all spatial phenomena without 
exception occurring in all bodies in general, always have as their causes 
spatial phenomena that are more or less accessible to us for everyday 
observation. 


Thus, non-spatial phenomena never cause spatial phenomena; all spatial 
phenomena are always caused by the action of spatial phenomena. 


V 
How did we come to this conclusion? 


From the very beginning of our exposition, which was devoted to the 
clarification of what would seem to be the most difficult question: the 
relationship between material and mental phenomena, we deliberately never 
once referred the reader to the authority of any “philosophical” principle or 
any scientific or natural-scientific law: we did not need either the one, or the 
other, or the third. In order to arrive, as the reader will easily verify, at 
complete clarity in this truly question of all questions, we only needed the 
following: firstly, to insist that, for the time being, the reader should never 
recall the usual vulgar chatter on this topic, inherited from millennia of 
exploitation, of countless, in particular, modern bourgeois authors of various 
historical-philosophical works and philosophical treatises; (this vulgar 


chatter, as will be examined in detail in Part 2 of Volume 1 of this work, 
having penetrated into Marxist literature, with the assistance of hundreds of 
works on Marxist philosophy that are considered authoritative, completely 
conceals the most important part of the enormous revolutionary meaning of 
Marx’s works); and secondly, we had to properly push the reader to skillful 
use exclusively of the data of his everyday experience. 


Now, without any difficulty, we can solve the question posed above: do 
words, names of individual non-spatial, i.e. psychological phenomena or 
individual groups of non-spatial, i.e. mental phenomena exist? 


No, there are no such things as mean words. | 


Words are chains of reflexes, chains of organic movements; but since non- 
Spatial (mental) phenomena cannot cause organic movements, it is clear 
that they could not form words. 


The reader has been calmly following our presentation up to now, but here 
he interrupts us: 


“This is becoming extremely interesting,” he tells us. “Your assertion that 
there are no words about individual non-spatial phenomena and about 
groups of non-spatial phenomena is the first | have heard 
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once; in my opinion, it is absolutely unheard of; and yet | am convinced that 
this assertion is correct and that this is precisely how things stand. | must 
confess to you, not without emotion, that | already foresee where you are 
leading: apparently, you deny psychology; you must do this by asserting that 
judgments about mental (i.e., non-spatial) phenomena do not exist, since 
there are no words about non-spatial phenomena; but not only that: you 
apparently assert on the same basis that so-called idealistic and materialistic 
judgments do not exist either: after all, these judgments must necessarily 
contain words about individual non-spatial (mental) phenomena. | ask you to 
explain all this to me. | ask you, further, to explain to me one circumstance 
which, as far as | understand, nevertheless clearly contradicts your 
assertions: after all, there are nevertheless various names for non-spatial 
phenomena, for example: psyche, mental phenomena, spirit, soul, mental 
phenomena, spiritual phenomena, subjective phenomena, introspection, 
consciousness, thinking, etc.; and for individual non-spatial phenomena and 
for groups non-spatial phenomena - there are words: sensation, 


representation, feelings, will, etc.! If you are right, how do you explain the 
appearance of these “words about non-spatial phenomena”? 


Let's answer in order. | 


We do not "deny" psychology, idealism or materialism; in general we do not 
quite clearly understand what it means to "deny" psychology, idealism, etc.; 
it seems to us that literary "denial" is often a completely innocent occupation 
and that is precisely why we have long ago (see E. E. "18 Theses on the 
Theory of the New Biology") adopted a different manner of presentation on 
this question. We point out to you - much lower - in the middle and at the 
end of the first volume - how inevitably, only with the further development of 
the proletarian revolution, the revolutionary workers will learn by what 
means they must put an end to this age-old deception of the exploiting 
classes; we show there that only in the future will the revolutionary workers 
be sufficiently prepared to skillfully, before the eyes of all mankind, for the 
first time in thousands of years, expose this deception, which 
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r was invented and used for thousands of years for the selfish purposes of 
exploitation by countless ideological agents of the exploiting classes, and the 
theoreticians of the proletariat are weakened by the complete lack of any 
clear understanding of it. We will only gradually, in a series of chapters, 
prepare the reader-worker for the study of the exploitative origin and 
exploitative essence of both psychology and, in general, of all judgments 
about “mental phenomena.” We must, therefore, put aside for the time being 
all talk of psychology, idealism, and materialism, especially since, as will be 
shown later, the words “psychology,” “idealism,” “materialism” are words to 
which the brilliantly bold passage from Descartes should be applied with all 
justice.... “People often use incomprehensible words in their statements, 
because they believe that they once understood them or received them from 
those who understood these words correctly” (René Descartes. “First 
Principles” $8 74). 


mo 


Let us move on to the reader's second question: he agrees most ardently 
that it is indeed absolutely impossible for words to exist about individual non- 
spatial phenomena and about groups of non-spatial phenomena. That is why 
he is especially surprised that "nevertheless" such words clearly exist and 
exist in dozens: he lists a dozen of these words for us and asks for an 
explanation about this. 


After what we have just said “about the eternal exploitative deception, 
which, only with the further development of the proletarian revolution, will 
the revolutionary workers expose and completely destroy,” it is very easy for 
us to formulate the reader’s question somewhat differently and, more 
accurately, in the following way: 


“Why, over the course of thousands of years of class division in society, are 
there (are) dozens of words to which the agents of the exploiting classes 
persistently give the meaning of words that supposedly denote non-spatial 
phenomena or supposedly denote separate groups of non-spatial 
phenomena?” 


This question receives a complete, final solution only much later and 
precisely in the 4th chapter of this book. But already now we can clearly 
show 


11 the peculiarity is that each of the dozen words listed by the reader, by its 
origin and composition, means exclusively spatial phenomena. 


Since we are now moving on to an examination (to a “linguistic analysis”) of 
each of the dozen or so words cited by the reader, the reader must be 
somewhat patient in reading this analysis, which will take us several pages. 


L a“ 


The words: “spirit”, “soul”, “spiritual phenomena”, “mental phenomena”, 
etc. have a common root with the words: “blow”, “breathe”, “sigh”, etc. It 
may seem at first 


the view that such names are attached to non-spatial phenomena out of 
sheer absurdity, out of the naive consideration that such spatial phenomena 
as breathing, sighing, i.e. the movements of parts of the organism, are 
evidence of the occurrence of non-spatial phenomena in this organism; 
however, as has already been indicated, it will be shown in the following 
exposition that this is by no means a “mistake”, that it is by no means 
“naivety”, that completely different reasons have led to the fact that it is 
precisely the agents of the exploiting classes who have attributed to these 
words the meaning of designating non-spatial phenomena. The same “to 
blow”, “to breathe” mean, according to their root, the words taken from the 
Greek language: “psyche”, “mental” phenomena, etc. The word 
“consciousness” has a common root with the words “to know”, “badge”, i.e. 
it means the application of spatial “badges”, “marks” to the organism by 
spatial stimuli; the prefix "co" ("Consciousness"), just like the prefix "com" in 
the Latin word for "consciousness" - "conscientia" - in a word that has passed 
into English and all the Romance languages, tries to speak of non-spatial 


phenomena as "marks" inaccessible to others, as "icons" inside ("co") the 
organism. The same with the word "introspection" - "visible inside", in Latin 
the word "intro" means "inside", "spectum" - visible, seen (physiological 
reaction of looking) - both words are spatial designations. The words 
“subjective” and “objective” phenomena try to designate non-spatial and 
Spatial phenomena in the following way: in Latin, the word “iectum” means 
“thrown” (spatial designation), and the words 
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“sub” and “ob” are spatial designations of “under” and “above” or “inside” 
and “outside”; thus, “subjective” and “objective” phenomena in translation 
mean: “inside-thrown” and “outside-thrown” phenomena; in the 10th volume 
we will examine in detail the amazingly confused, incredibly twisted, alien to 
any kind of precision, sense in which the words “subject” and “object” were 
used in German “classical idealistic philosophy”—that is, in the works of the 
German philosophers Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, from where, both directly 
and through Feuerbach, these words seeped into Marxist philosophical 
literature and still figure (exist) in it. The word 


"thinking" has a common root with the words "muscle", "muscle", "mouse" - 
and should mean fast, short, 


hasty movements, characteristic of a “mouse” and inherent in the tissues of 
our nervous system; thick bundles of muscle tissue are also characterized by 
almost the same quick and short movements: in Latin, the word “musculus” 

({musculus}) means both “muscle” and “little mouse”, “little mouse”. 


It is striking, in its similarity to the origin of the Russian word “myshlenie”, 
which penetrated into English and all the Romance languages, the Latin word 
“kogitatio” (codHaslo), by the way, it is this word that is translated into 
Russian by the word “myshlenie” from fragments (Surviving excerpts) of 
Democritus translated from Greek into the Romance languages and from the 
French and then Latin works of Descartes; the Latin “kogitatio” has a 
common base with the Russian “gon”, “pogonya”, i.e. to move quickly, with 
the English “go” (yu do) to walk (to walk quickly, in contrast to {0 $go| — to 
walk), with the Greek and Latin “ago” (5yo, ado) — to act, as well as with 
Greek and Latin "agros" and "ager" (#1605, adeg), in Russian "field", i.e. a 
place where they move quickly, work on grain, in contrast to "meadow", 
where, on the contrary, they do not move quickly, do not work, but "lie", "lay 
down", "set up" "camp" (root "Ig", "Izh"), a parking lot for grazing herds. In 
the 10th volume we examine with all due care how, over the course of 


millennia, the agents of the exploiting classes, now called "historians of 
philosophy", having attributed the mentioned 
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The words “thinking”, “soul”, which were used by Democritus, the usual 
meaning of words denoting non-spatial phenomena in exploitative 
philosophical literature, subjected the most revolutionary teaching of 
Democritus to a complete distortion and ultimately achieved such an 
authoritative influence that even Marxist literature completely, without 
criticism, inherited such an understanding of Democritus, distorted by the 
exploiters; thus, not only in Marx’s early work on Democritus, but also in 
modern reports about him in Marxist literature, it is completely impossible to 
recognize the true Democritus, undistorted by the exploiters. But let us go 
further. The word “sensation” has a common root with the words “to feel”, 
“to pinch”, i.e. i.e. it should denote those movements that occur in the 
organism if it is affected by some kind of touch, i.e. irritation: the touch of a 
stone, a beam of light, vibrations of air, etc. “Presentation” comes from “to 
put in front of oneself” — i.e. it is also a spatial designation. Finally, “feeling” 
has a common root with “to boast”, i.e. to boast, to grimace — and indicates 
a sharp animation of facial expressions, — and “will” has a common root with 
the words “to own”, “to master” — and indicates grasping movements of the 
hands. 


We now clearly see that all these words, like all words in general, can in no 
way designate non-spatial phenomena; therefore, the desire to know why, 
for centuries and millennia, the ideological agents of the exciloatator classes 
have so persistently attributed to words a quality that is absent in them and 
impossible to give them, arises all the more strongly in us and the reader. 


Enormous, exciting themes await us in the following chapters. However, 
already now the reader and | have achieved great results, which can hardly 
be called anything other than enormous. We are no longer confused in the 
question that is quite rightly considered the most difficult of all questions— 
the question of dividing phenomena into spatial (material) and non-spatial 
(mental). Moreover, we have achieved such clarity in this question that, 
looking around, not only at the well-worn patches of the vulgar history of 
philosophy, but also studying a few, several works, we can see that the 
answer to this question is clear. 
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Despite the opinions of the most decisive, the most advanced, and 
particularly modern, revolutionaries of theory, we still find nowhere anything 
similar to our clarity; and we know how we achieved it: we were able not to 
yield to the pressure of the thousand-year-old authority of words and 
discovered the exploitative deception hidden under hackneyed phrases, 
thanks to which it remained completely hidden that words cannot exist (and 
do not exist) about individual non-spatial phenomena and about groups of 
non-spatial phenomena. We will apply this assertion, the correctness of 
which is obvious, many times in the future in our work, when exposing all 
kinds of “philosophical” or “psychological” deception. But since, as already 
mentioned, completely different exciting, gripping topics await us ahead, for 
the understanding of which we will not be able to rise to the occasion if we 
do not firmly grasp what has already been stated, the reader and | must 
engage for a time in an exercise (training) in our ability to use what has 
already been achieved on a number of living examples. 


So, let's get started with this exercise (training). 


How Shall we designate all the events that took place when a reader who 
was experiencing joy was approached by a person who was also 
experiencing joy? The reader observed in the person who approached him an 
"action of joy"; the reader also observed in himself a "reaction of joy" - but, 
in addition to this, the reader may have observed in himself "the spatial 
phenomena of joy." | 


What is this new word we have started to use—“reaction’”? 


In order to emphasize more clearly that whenever we pronounce the words 
“joy,” “delight,” etc., we always, without a single exception, mean 
specifically spatial phenomena, i.e., organic movements occurring during the 
events called by the words “joy,” “delight,” etc.—and separately non-spatial 
phenomena that may occur during these events—we, for convenience, 
introduce the short word “reaction” (a physiological term) to designate 
organic movements. The word “reaction” in Latin means “reverse action”; the 
Latin word “ago” (ado)—see above—has a common root with the Russian 
words “to drive,” “to chase,” and means “I act.” 


"m a“ 


15 “action”, and the prefix “re” means “reverse”, “response”, “reflected”; the 
meaning of the expression “physiological reaction” is “movement of the 
organism in response to received stimuli”. 


The reader has observed and observes in many thousands of people around 
him an enormous number of "reactions": reactions of joy, delight, reactions 


of attention, reflection, doubt, reactions of sadness, melancholy, 
despondency, reactions of speech, walking, laughter, guffaws, reactions of 
struggle, anger, discontent, etc. Has the reader ever observed in these 
people "non-spatial phenomena” of joy, delight, attention, reflection, doubt; 
"non-spatial phenomena" of sadness, melancholy, etc. - No. Never. Has the 
reader observed such "non-spatial phenomena" in himself? - Quite possible, 
quite admissible; the author of this "probably" does not know: the author has 
never observed and cannot observe in the reader his "non-spatial 
phenomena". If he were to assert that the reader “certainly” observes “non- 
spatial phenomena” in himself, would he be able to prove it, would he be 
able to verify it somehow? — No. Never. Does this mean that the author 
admits that the reader is inanimate? Of course, the author fully admits this. 
The author knows very well that the reader is “alive,” because the reader 
“reads” his book, i.e., moves by reflexes (the “reading reaction”); but about 
“animateness,” i.e., about non-spatial phenomena that the reader quite 
possibly observes in himself, the author knows and cannot know anything at 
all. 


The reader is sitting at a common table before dinner; dinner has not yet 
been served; several people are sitting with him and waiting for dinner; forks 
and knives are clanking as they are laid out near empty plates; all those 
waiting for dinner have not eaten for a long time and are very hungry. What 
does the reader observe, what can he observe in the people sitting with him? 
Only spatial phenomena, only phenomena of movement, only “hunger 
reactions.” 


In fact: the clanging of dishes, the smell of a meal being prepared causes 
profuse salivation in those sitting, i.e., contraction of the salivary glands; 
contractions of the heart muscle are slowed down, weakened; blood vessels, 
due to the weak work of the heart, are slightly dilated, compressed, 
therefore, the faces are pale; the esophagus contracts quickly and restlessly, 
on the contrary, 
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the likeness of a worm ("peristaltic", i.e. worm-like movements of the 
esophagus); in the brain, hidden from the reader by the cranium, skin and 
hair, those points are constantly moving, which had previously been in 
motion many times before, during especially abundant and tasty dinners, 
from the direct action of visual, sound and olfactory stimuli emanating from 
the food eaten; - these movements in the brain are spatial phenomena - and 
the reader could easily observe them all the time if he had some kind of 


complex apparatus that could shine through the hair, skin, skull and other 
integuments of the brain of any of his neighbors; hands quickly (restlessly) 
sort through a knife, fork, move plates. All these are spatial phenomena, all 
these are phenomena of movement and nothing more; they are “hunger 
reactions.” Does or can the reader observe anything in the people sitting 
with him other than their “reactions” of hunger? No, never, under any 
circumstances. What does the reader observe at the same time in himself? 
The same or “similar” reaction of hunger, but, in addition to that, perhaps 
simultaneously, something else, some other non-spatial phenomena, that is, 
other “non-spatial phenomena of hunger.” The reader cannot observe their 
non-spatial phenomena of hunger in the people sitting with him, if we admit 
that such occur in them. 


But a naive question may arise: “after all, those sitting can report that non- 
Spatial phenomena of hunger are occurring within them/ After all, the so- 
called “experimental (!) hungerology” is based on such “messages”/. 


Let the reader consider carefully what it means to “communicate”: it means 
to say something with words, i.e., it means to make a whole series of 
movements—with the lips, the vocal cords, the abdominal muscles, etc.; but 
do any movements of the organism, in particular those movements that are 
called words, communicate anything about non-spatial phenomena that may 
be taking place in it? Of course not. | With regard to the question that has 
just arisen about physiological reactions that are “difficult to observe” or 
“hidden within the organism,” for example, in the case of people sitting next 
to 
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organisms experiencing a hunger reaction, we should make a remark that 
applies not only to spatial phenomena in organisms, but to all spatial 
phenomena in general. 


The reader either observes or can observe all spatial phenomena. No matter 
how hidden or distant spatial phenomena are, when conditions change or 
improve, i.e. when they approach the observer or when spatial obstacles are 
removed, they can be revealed to the reader. For example: the reader 
usually does not directly observe the brain reflexes of the people around him; 
but he “can observe” them if the coverings (hair, skin, bone-cranial, several 
intermediate, etc.) that hide them are removed. 


The reader does not directly observe iron vapors on the sun; he only 
concludes about their presence on the sun by the black stripe in the 
corresponding place of the solar spectrum; but he “can observe” them if he 
could somehow transport himself one hundred and fifty (149) million 
kilometers to a region close to the surface of the sun (without harm to 
himself from the excessively low and then excessively high temperatures of 
various points along the way). 


It is quite different with non-spatial phenomena. No matter how “close,” it 
would seem, non-spatial phenomena occur, for example, those observed in 
themselves by the people closest to the reader—his brother, mother, wife— 
the reader never observes non-spatial phenomena in them and “cannot 
observe” them; no matter how finely he chops up his neighbor into pieces, 
he will not find in him a single non-spatial (“mental”) phenomenon. Alien 
non-spatial phenomena (alien “psyche”) are never observed and “cannot be 
observed.” | 


Let us give another example. The reader is sitting in a work meeting, in a 
large, well-lit hall, together with several hundred other people; a man stands 
on the stage and delivers a speech; those sitting are listening. What does the 
reader observe or can observe in the people sitting with him and in the 
speaker? Movements, movements and nothing more: reactions of attention, 
reflection, hundreds of reflexes of the brain, changes in the frequency and 
strength of contraction of the heart muscle, etc. 


18 ® etc. The reader observes the same thing in himself; but in himself he 
may also observe, in addition, non-spatial phenomena, i.e., those 
phenomena which he does not observe at all and cannot observe in the 
people sitting with him and in the orator speaking on the stage. 


The reader should, for a time, leave all books, leave this book too, patiently - 
long and persistently - practice his ability to distinguish spatial phenomena 
from non-spatial phenomena; to help him, we have described a few 
examples; but life will give him thousands of equally striking examples every 
day. We will assume that through persistent training the reader has already 
achieved great success in this matter and will proceed to further analysis 
(consideration). | 


The reader may observe non-spatial, i.e., “mental” phenomena, but only in 
himself and in no one else or in anything else—never. The reader does not 
know whether the people around him are animate or inanimate. The reader 
does not know whether the animals, plants, and protozoa around him are 


animate or inanimate. But more than that: the reader does not know at all 
and cannot know whether all the things and bodies around him are animate 
or inanimate: stones, minerals, pieces of metal, the smallest particles of 
things—molecules, atoms: the reader is never a witness to whether they 
themselves, being in constant, uninterrupted motion all the time, observe 
non-spatial phenomena or not; it is possible that they do observe them; it is 
quite possible; even probable. In fact: all things move; physical bodies, 
chemical “elements,” atoms move. All the phenomena studied by physics 
and chemistry are phenomena of motion: displacements of bodies, 
molecules, atoms ("chemical" compounds, "reactions"), "intra-atomic" 
motions. We already know how the motions of things called "living" (the 
"organisms" of people, animals in general, plants, unicellular organisms) 
differ from the motions of things called "non-living" (minerals, stars, pieces of 
metal, molecules, atoms) ---270.16m0 by their greater sootiness; living 
things move by "reflexes": that is, by a special, more complex kind of motion; 
but we have seen that all motions in general, and also reflexes in particular 
(speech, sighs, walking, etc.) 
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they say absolutely nothing about whether bodies moving in this way 
observe non-spatial phenomena in themselves or not, and this means that 
we cannot claim about any thing in general that non-spatial phenomena do 
not occur in it. 


It is possible that, when getting acquainted with the beginning of this eye, 
the reader assumed that we intended to “deny” the animation of even, for 
example, him, the reader. Not at all. The conclusion to which the reader, for 
now, comes along with us is this: one can neither deny nor affirm the 
presence of non-spatial (i.e., “psychic,” “spiritual,” “introspective,” etc., etc.) 
phenomena in any thing except oneself: perhaps every chemical compound, 
every chemical element, every atom in world space, during the course of 
Spatial “reactions” observed in them by the reader (for example, “chemical 
reactions”), observe in themselves some non-spatial (. psychic) phenomena 
(for example, “sensations,” “feelings,” “desires,” etc.); if the reader were to 
deny this, the author would ask him: where does he get such “mysterious 
origin” awareness of other people’s non-spatial phenomena, i.e. about 
phenomena that he perhaps observes only in himself and nowhere else, 
never? 


In modern science the division into “animate” nature and “inanimate” nature 
prevails. The reader sees that this division is a wild absurdity. However, such 


an assertion does not satisfy us: in the following chapters our detailed study 
will reveal that this division, which easily penetrated into Marxist literature 
and became firmly entrenched in it, is by no means a legacy of primitive 
ignorance, and not simply an accidental “mistake”, and not simply an 
“accidental delusion”, but an absolutely inevitable consequence of the class 
division of society, so that only after the armed overthrow of the exploiting 
classes is the violent total destruction, extermination of this exploitative 
deception also inevitable. 


The division into “animate” nature and “inanimate” nature is usually carried 
out in the following way: animate nature usually includes unicellular 
organisms, plants, animals; inanimate nature includes everything else. 
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things - physical bodies, chemical elements. But in this division (well, of 
course!) there is no complete agreement; profound disputes are carried on 
about it: some biologists categorically assert that all unicellular organisms, 
animals and plants are animated, "mental", experience "mental 
phenomena", "feelings", "desires", "sensations", etc.; other biologists, on the 
contrary, ironizing (joking) about the former, categorically assert that 
unicellular organisms and some part of plants and animals are not psychic, - 
"in no case" psychic", and try to establish the "boundary of psychicity" above 
unicellular organisms, - or from worms, or even higher, from echinoderms 
(Bernard and the legions). The reader-worker will experience proletarian 
anger when he reads the "profound" passages devoted to this question in 
books of modern (old) biology. The authors of such statements are all victims 
of exploitative deception (in the following chapters it will be explained why 
precisely "exploitative"). 


In Volume II we subject to the most detailed and, at the same time, 
necessary for our purposes, examination the state of affairs in the 
contemporary most responsible biological literature on the fundamental, 
urgent questions of biological theory, and the reader will witness the sea of 
theoretical banality that has been poured out and continues to be poured out 
continuously on paper in disputes with each other between representatives 
of two contemporary biological schools: the school of so-called “vitalism” and 
the school of so-called “mechanism”—mainly, but by no means exclusively, 
by representatives of the first of the two named schools. 


But all this is a matter for the future. And now let us give the floor to the 
reader. 


“lam amazed,” says the reader, “at how much new | know now. | see how 
many passages from your brochure: “18 Theses on the Theory of the New 
Biology,” passages which I previously considered completely inaccessible to 
my understanding, are now beginning to become much clearer to me. | think 
that such a turn in my understanding is taking place precisely because, 
under your guidance, | am learning little by little to get rid of hundreds of 
words of traditional philosophical literature, hundreds of words which, as you 
promised to show in the 4th chapter, are. 
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‘deliberate deception of the exploiting classes. | am impatiently awaiting this 
chapter. But | confess that | feel great satisfaction in recalling that even 
before | did not entirely agree with the unanimous reviews of your pamphlet 
that reached me from dozens of well-known thinkers, people who are 
considered by all to be the most authoritative representatives of modern 
"philosophical thought," in particular, the most authoritative representatives 
of modern Marxist philosophical theory. | Know that I will not embarrass you 
at all if | remind you of what the unanimity of these reviews consisted of: 
they were always formulated very simply and monotonously: "The Eighteen 
Theses are the sheer ravings of a madman." But | now clearly see that when 
your theory of the new biology, not in a “thesis” but in a fairly popular 
presentation, penetrates our ranks, not only you alone, but all of us together 
will laugh merrily at these authorities. 


| also recall the strong impression made on me by Comrade M. N. Pokrovsky's 
review, in which, contrary to all the usual reviews of your pamphlet, he wrote 
that your theses "are of great scientific significance, represent one of the 
experiments in a completely materialistic worldview, and are a step forward 
in our Marxist literature." Having compared these amazingly contradictory 
reviews, | then thought about how difficult your path to victory and to 
inevitable victory must be, if we admit that Comrade Pokrovsky's review is 
correct. However, at present | am interested not so much in the past as in 
our future, and therefore, in order to become better strengthened in these 
questions, | ask you to dispel several new doubts that arose in me as | delved 
deeper into this exciting topic: 


What worries me most is the following question: you and I have come to the 
conclusion that there are no words about non-spatial phenomena, that there 
can be no judgments about individual non-spatial phenomena and about 


groups of non-spatial phenomena, due to the absence of words; but this 
means that our “knowledge” is limited. | am afraid that | will begin to feel 
gloomy: think how gloomy it is to admit that the great, vast world of non- 
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spatial phenomena, - you yourself admit the occurrence of non-spatial 
phenomena throughout the universe, everywhere, even in atoms and 
molecules, inaccessible to our "knowledge"! Think how hard it is to come to 
the conviction of our powerlessness to "know" non-spatial phenomena! | 
would very much like to consider this a temporary phenomenon, a 
phenomenon that will disappear when our science and its technical means 
develop sufficiently: perhaps in the future science will be able to invent 
particularly subtle apparatuses that will capture non-spatial phenomena. | 
see that in this matter, perhaps, my naivety is telling; but | have already 
decided not to be embarrassed by you and in all cases to directly seek 
complete clarity in the questions that arise for me. 


However, | can also refer to the fact that | am also concerned about your 
interests: do you not think that you can be reproached for “agnosticism”? (In 
Latin, the word “gnostic” means “I know”, “to know”, the prefix “a” denotes 
negation; the meaning of the word “agnosticism” is “denial of knowledge”, 
“limitation” of “our knowledge”). If this reproach is unfounded, | should learn 
from you how best to answer it to myself and others. 


Now the second question: as far as | understand, what we have come to is 
still, of course, dualistic.” (In Greek and Latin the words “dio”, “oak” mean 
“two”; the meaning of the word “dualism” is “the doctrine of two principles in 
the world”, “not reducible to each other”; such two “not reducible principles” 
in all “dualistic” philosophical teachings are “matter” and “spirit”, regardless 
of the fact that, with the exception of isolated and completely 
incomprehensible exceptions, over thousands of years of exploitative history. 
philosophy, in all cases “matter” and “spirit” are spoken of in the most 
confused way; the doctrine opposite to “dualism” is called “monism” - from 
the Greek word “monos” - one, the only one). | confess to you that I am 
embarrassed by the fact that this is “dualism”: | have read many times in 
Plekhanov that “dualism” is a backward form of philosophical theory, that all 
great philosophical systems have been “monistic,” and therefore the 
philosophical theory of the working class must also be “monistic.” | will 
remind you that this assertion of Plekhanov’s was repeated many times in his 
main works. 
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works, and then conscientiously copied from there into their own works by 
other theoreticians of Marxist philosophy, who have now become well-known 
recognized authorities on questions of Marxist philosophy; thus | have had 
the opportunity to read this assertion so often, expressed each time as if it 
were self-evident, that now it is difficult for me to understand how fair it is; 
then, what is even more important, it is difficult for me to understand how 
fair is the reproach of “dualism” in application to your point of view, 
although, strange as it may seem, | myself am the author of this reproach: 
on the one hand, spatial phenomena and non-spatial phenomena remain 
forever separated in your case, and are not reducible to one another - and 
this is a clear sign of dualism; but on the other hand, in practice, your 
“dualism” turns out to be such an extreme monism that | have never yet 
encountered such an extreme monism, | will try to say, although I know that 
you will protest, such a “materialistic monism” as your “dualism” is; this 
makes me wonder whether the opposition of “dualism” to “monism” is not 
the same invention of the exploiting (as you always promise to prove later) 
classes, the same miserable legacy of the exploiting “history of philosophy” - 
like that other, as | have now well learned, false assertion about the 
existence of words about groups of non-spatial phenomena or about 
individual non-spatial phenomena. 


| beg you to explain all this to me, it is so difficult to understand for me in 
these matters.” 


We will try to answer these questions of the reader as briefly as possible, but 
also as thoroughly as possible, although in several cases—as has happened 
more than once in our presentation before—we will have to refer him to 
further chapters. | 


First of all, a few words about the brochure “Eighteen Theses on the Theory 
of the New Biology”: we are deeply convinced that in the coming years the 
reader and | will see many editions of this brochure, and many times we will 
witness how, studying this brochure, workers will leaf through it with their 
calloused hands; we are further deeply convinced that by that not too distant 
time, all, considered 


The works on Marxist philosophy, which are now considered the most 
authoritative, will sadly become covered with an ever thicker layer of dust on 
the shelves of school libraries. We have no doubt that the true, genuine 
theoretics of Marxism, as we find it in the best places of the best of the great 


works of Karl Marx, will in the coming years come out on the broad road of 
the theory of the new biology. And we are writing this book in order to show 
the Russian revolutionary workers that the theory of the new biology is a 
direct and inevitable development of genuine, orthodox Marxism. 


Now about the question of "agnosticism". We have already cited above 
Descartes' expression about people who "often use intelligible words in their 
assertions". One of these "incomprehensible words", characteristic of vulgar 
historical-philosophical usage, is the word "agnosticism"; this word has been 
used to designate the most diverse teachings - from the views of Hume, to 
the confused views of Spencer and to the unfinished attempts to analyze the 
foundations of natural science by Du Bois-Reymond. The word "agnosticism" 
does not at all suit our views. 


L a“ 


Firstly: our understanding of the process of “knowledge”, “cognition” does 
not at all coincide with the meaning that was and is given to these words in 
all teachings in general, except for the theory of the new biology: for us the 
words “knowledge”, “cognition” denote only physiological reactions without 
any participation of the “psyche”, i.e., without any participation of non- 
Spatial phenomena; therefore it is difficult for us to understand people who 
are accustomed to using these words in the old sense, inherited from the 
exploiters, mixed up with non-spatial phenomena; such people do not 
understand what a pitiful soectacle of a powerless victim of exploitative 
deception they present when asking a question in such an old sense, even 
after the theory of the new biology has exposed the exploitative origin of this 
confusion. | | 


Secondly: for the exploitative, for the bourgeois world, “knowledge”, 
“cognition” can be the highest value in life, an “eternal value” - and about 
this “value”, following the tried and tested phrase-mongers of bourgeois 
everyday philosophy, 
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<ofii, long and tedious, vulgarly lisps Karl Kautsky in his book intended for 
the education of workers: “Development in Nature and Society” (Russian 
translation by Ryazanov - Moscow 1922) '). 


How does the theory of new biology look at the “eternal value of 
knowledge”? 


For the theory of the new biology, “cognition” not only as a value but also as 
a process is relative, historical, and characteristic only of class society; in 


Chapter 2 we will show that, following the overthrow of the exploiting 
classes, there begins a mass weakening, withering away, and then complete 
destruction, an explosion into the air, annihilation of the reactions of 
“cognition”; and at the same time there begins a mass revival, mass 
victories in organisms of the “unified system of organic movements,” which 
had been in organisms in a crushed state for all the millennia of exploitation 
and is reviving in a significantly more developed form in comparison with the 
pre-exploitative period. This assertion of the theory of the new biology was 
first formulated by us twice in 1919 in the brochure “18 Theses.” /So, even if 
we had to take into account the reproach of “agnosticism” as containing 
even a grain of seriousness (which is completely impossible), we would 
immediately dismiss this reproach as “belated,” as being devoid of any 
meaning under the conditions of the proletarian dictatorship; this extremely 
exciting side of the question, as has been said, we will clarify in all detail only 
in the following chapters; but since we know that this assertion of the theory 
of the new biology about the inevitable mass withering away of the 
“reactions of knowledge” in the era of the proletarian dictatorship, i.e., about 
the complete disappearance of “knowledge” in the communist future, 


1) A good ten of the most important books by the very popular bourgeois 
theoretician V. A. Bogdanov are directly or indirectly devoted to the same 
glorification of the great “value” of “knowledge” as an “eternal value.” The 
works of V. Bogdanov have been subjected to criticism that was strong only 
for its time, but from the point of view of the theory of the new biology, 
extremely weak (see N. Lenin - “Materialism and “Empiriocriticism. Critical 
Essays on One Reactionary Philosophy.” Moscow, Gosizdat, 1920), so that to 
this day the author of these works continues to be considered a socialist and 
even Marxist thinker. 
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must be assessed as completely unheard of in the history of thought (in fact, 
in the history of exploitative “thought”), then we immediately offer the 
reader the following: in the event that this, our second, objection does not 
seem immediately clear enough to him in such a highly brief, but at the 
same time, for now, completely sufficient for our purposes formulation, in 
which we have now presented it, let him completely leave this objection 
without attention for the time being and move on to assimilating the third. 


Thirdly: the reader asks us to dispel his doubts about the fact that somehow 
in the future the views we have set forth may try to put him in a gloomy 
mood: “how gloomy it is,” says the reader, “to admit that the great, 


enormous world of non-spatial phenomena is inaccessible to our 
‘knowledge’! How hard it is to come to the conviction of our powerlessness to 
know non-spatial phenomena!” | 


We are most willing to undertake to immediately relieve the reader from the 
possibility of such a gloomy mood invading him. . | 


In the first volume we will examine in detail why, in the more than two 
thousand years of exploitative history of philosophy, the tragic howl about 
the “limitations of human knowledge” has become a continuous fashion. But 
already now, without putting this matter off for too long, we intend to laugh 
at once at the tragic expression of the good bourgeois agnostic who would 
dare to call us his like-minded person. Let the reader carefully follow our 
objection. 


What does the “gloomy mood” mean about the impossibility of “knowing” 
non-spatial phenomena? It means that non-spatial phenomena, which, as the 
reader well knows, never under any circumstances cause any organic 
movement, suddenly began to cause complex spatial, organic “melancholy 
reactions,” “sadness reactions,” in the organism of the bourgeois or even, let 
us assume for a very short time, in the organism of the reader himself. Is this 
possible? No, it is absolutely impossible. But here for a while we get 
something extremely incomprehensible: on the one hand, we: 


27 We know with the reader that it is absolutely impossible that even all the 
non-spatial phenomena in the world, by whatever means, could cause even 
one single reflex in the organism of the reader or the “agnostic” bourgeois; 
but on the other hand, we have before us extremely violent “reactions of 
melancholy”, “reactions of sadness” in the organism of our bourgeois and a 
somewhat less pronounced reaction of “gloomy reflection” in the organism of 
the reader; and we are forced to sincerely admit that the causes of all these 
reactions are nothing more and nothing less than precisely the non-spatial 
phenomena about which we have persistently asserted up to now that they 
are of the most innocent nature and cannot “cause” “a single reflex” to 
anyone. 


Apparently we have to admit that we have fallen into a most unexpected and 
at the same time extremely difficult contradiction. All this oppresses us so 
much that we begin to lose the cheerful mood in which we are accustomed 
to conversing with the reader, and we begin little by little to discover in our 
own organism highly “spatial,” “extended,” and “measurable” physiological 
“reactions of excitement,” “reactions of anxiety”; in connection with these 


reactions we quickly realize that they are apparently again clearly caused to 
us by the same non-spatial phenomena that until the very last minute we 
considered completely innocent; - this last circumstance completely deprives 
us of courage and brings our “reaction of anxiety” to the most extreme 
degree. 


However, while in such extreme anxiety, we suddenly recall something from 
the further exposition of our book and instantly return to our usual cheerful 
mood. Now our anxiety has passed, and we will try, insofar as this will be 
possible, here - that is, at a comparatively early stage of our exposition - to 
throw light on this eternal incredible exploitative confusion from the point of 
view of our later achievements - that is, from the point of view of our 
"doctrine of emulsions" (see "18. Theses, etc."), which is still unknown to the 
reader. 


28 


Non-spatial phenomena did not take any part whatsoever in the causal 
formation of all the above-listed reactions of “melancholy,” “sadness,” 
“thought,” “anxiety” in the organisms of the bourgeois, the reader, and the 
author. Non-spatial phenomena could not have caused the above-listed 
reactions in our organisms, the reader’s organism, and the bourgeois’s 
organism, for the simple reason that all these reactions are precisely 
reactions of disappointment in man’s ability to satisfy his interest in non- 
spatial phenomena: but man does not and never will show any interest in 
non-spatial phenomena; non-spatial phenomena have never caused and 
never will cause any reactions in organisms, and consequently, in particular, 
“reactions of interest” towards themselves. Therefore 


X 
it is clear that from this alone it is completely impossible, - 


that the dissatisfaction (non-resolution) of such imaginary, completely non- 
existent and completely impossible "reactions of interest in non-spatial 
phenomena" could cause in organisms the following "reverse" reactions - 
"dissatisfaction", "longing", "sadness", "disappointment" in the abilities of 
the human organism or human "reason" or "our knowledge" to satisfy such a 
completely non-existent interest. Non-spatial phenomena never have 
aroused and never will arouse any interest whatsoever; therefore it is 
completely impossible for non-spatial phenomena to cause disappointment 
due to the dissatisfaction of such a completely non-existent interest. 


We see very well how our poor bourgeois “agnostic” is grimacing, and 
therefore, without any delay, we give him the floor: 


“I have overheard from the very beginning all your conversations with the 
reader about spatial and non-spatial phenomena,” says our bourgeois 
“agnostic,” “and | have always managed to maintain at least comparative 
calm: | must confess that | decided, before beginning to object to you, to first 
consult < my colleagues from the University and the Academy; | consider 
that your views are so unsettled, so dangerous and destructive to the very 
foundations of human thought, that | do not 


| doubt that my most talented, most outstanding comrades—private 
lecturers, professors, and academicians—will unite to use their combined 
efforts in time, precisely in time, to prevent the dissemination of your views. 
Incidentally, | recall that 10 or 11 years ago, when you first came out publicly 
with your “theory of the new biology,” we all did everything possible to 
prevent the appearance in print of your destructive and insane theory; 
therefore, | was somewhat discouraged when, a few years later, at the very 
height of the proletarian uprising, | began to find in libraries your book “18 
Theses on the Theory of the New Biology,” a book written by you on the red 
front literally under the roar of guns, and | thought with displeasure: “What a 
stubborn person we are dealing with.” However. | confess to you that 
something has a somewhat calming effect on me when | begin to think about 
the difficulties of fighting you in the context of a proletarian dictatorship: | 
listened very attentively to your conversation with the reader and | managed 
to catch that you find that elements of, as you put it, exploitative deception 
(I hate the crudeness of your expressions about “exploitative,” about 
“bourgeois values,” which I consider to be universal and eternal values) have 
penetrated into Marxist philosophical theory and have become firmly 
entrenched there; you call upon revolutionary workers to first of all cleanse 
Marxist theory of the legacy of exploitative deception. But by doing so you 
are unwittingly arming against yourselves dozens and hundreds of your own 
Marxist comrades, who for a decade or more were considered the most 
responsible Marxist theoreticians and never once found any need for such an 
innovation. | remember something very vaguely about your disputes ten or 
eleven years ago with Pyotr Yushkevich and about your acquaintance and 
conversations at that time with L. Axelrod (Orthodox), and | hope that now, 
so many years later, when your insolent persistence is beginning to exceed 
all measure, more than one of your friends in the revolution and in Marxism 
will join us in order to take part in the common struggle against the dangers 


of the spread of your madness. | do not dare to be sure of this, but | allow 
myself to hope that this may happen. 
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Concerning your proposal to me to express my opinion on your assertion that 
non-spatial phenomena have never aroused and never will arouse any 
interest in themselves in anyone, I can say the following: Never before have | 
considered the views you preach to be the result of such extreme, undoubted 
madness on your part, than when I just now heard this assertion from your 
own lips. I find it so absurd, so contrary to the obvious, that children will 
laugh at it. We know that for thousands of years the best minds of mankind 
have expended their best efforts exclusively on attempts to resolve the 
difficulties of understanding “mental phenomena.” Did they really do this 
without any interest in them? How many suicides do we know of, caused by 
despair in the possibility of finding ways to understand “mental 

phenomena”! And all these tragedies occurred in the absence of any interest 
in them? Go into the auditoriums of our universities, crowded with young 
people, when our world-famous professor of philosophy gives a lecture on 
the great difficulties of knowing the soul. What then? He speaks, and they 
listen to him without any interest in the soul, in non-spatial phenomena? 


And finally, - here allow me to smile frankly - | have listened to your detailed 
speeches with the reader "on non-spatial phenomena! | see in your hands a 
whole book, written by you yourself, on non-spatial phenomena. And after all 
this you assert that you yourself have never experienced and do not now 
experience any interest in non-spatial phenomena! | find that you contradict 
the evidence so much that it makes it completely unnecessary to waste time 
on objections to you." 


We shall try to answer the doubts of our bourgeois as fully as possible. We 
must take him into account; it would be very bad if we allowed ourselves to 
ignore the objections of the bourgeois and began to answer with particular 
fullness the objections of some highly authoritative representative of the 
philosophical theory of Marxism; by doing so we would indirectly admit that 
the products of exploitative lies that have penetrated and become 
entrenched in the philosophical theory of Marxism (and 1/10.1bkK00 on the 
subject) 
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We attach greater value to such lies or consider them to be fundamentally 
better than other products of exploitative lies that have not yet entered and 
become entrenched in the theoretician of Marxism or have already been 
thrown out of it by the efforts of its best representatives. But before 
answering the bourgeois’s objections, we will allow ourselves to say a few 
words about the usual accusations of “madness” that slipped into his speech. 


For the exploitative, for the bourgeois world, “mind”, “reason”, are words 
denoting the highest values, “supreme values”, “eternal values”, just like the 
“eternal values” we have already mentioned above: “knowledge”, 
“cognition”. | 


_ In the overwhelming majority of exploitative (monistic!) philosophical 
theories, the words—Mind, Reason (with a capital letter) were completely 
identified with the highest and eternal value—with God. | | 


In Volume 5 we shall show that outside the persicologies of the theories of 
the new biology only the most superficial critique of the exploitative essence 
and exploitative role of these theories was possible; but soon—already in 
Chapters 2-5—we shall show that, following the overthrow of the exploitative 
classes, a mass process of the withering away of “reason” begins, 
simultaneously with the mass process of the withering away of “knowledge,” 
“cognition,” which we have already mentioned above;—as we shall show in 
detail, the mass withering away of all these “higher values” will occur 
simultaneously with the mass return of human organisms to the pre- 
exploitative state of units of organic movements, to the “unified system of 
organic movements.” Therefore, reproaches of “madness” may cause us to 
ask the question: is it not in this deeper sense that the reproach of 
“madness” is used against us? In this case, we are inclined to accept it as 
the most valuable compliment for us: it means that we are considered to be 
an extremely advanced organism, thanks to special complex biological 
characteristics that are several years ahead of the insurgent proletarians of 
Russia and have already parted with the “chains of reason”, have already 
completely crossed over 
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"returned" to the "unified system of organic movements." However, we have 
sufficient courage to admit that, most likely, our bourgeois used the word 
"madness" in our address in a somewhat different way, and not in the new 
biological, but in the ordinary sense of this word. We must not hesitate to 
admit that in this second, most probable case, the reproach of "madness" 


contains considerably less courtesy than if we had allowed ourselves to 
ascribe to it the meaning that was revealed to us in the first case. But since 
the possibility of such an interpretation does not please us in the highest 
degree, we will answer it as follows: 


We took advantage of our interlocutor’s half-hearted remark about our 
“madness” and subjected this remark to two comparatively thorough 
interpretations in order to have the opportunity—firstly: to remind once again 
about the relativity of exploitative values, in particular, even such a value as 
“mind”, “reason”, and thereby ensure in advance an increased interest of the 
reader in the content of our 2nd-5th chapters; and secondly: in order to 
immediately announce our “challenge to a dispute”. The examination 
(analysis) of the reproach against us for “madness” gives us an excellent 
opportunity right there, in the first chapter, to declare to the reader that we 
intend to take all measures in our power to ensure that our exposition is 
subjected to the most thorough and, if necessary, the most heated 
discussion in all circles in general, both in the bourgeois-academic, university 
upper crust and in the deep party ranks; we intend, in this case, to most 
decisively challenge the palm of primacy for common sense and the most 
sober prudence of any of the well-known scientific or philosophical 
authoritative theorists who finds it possible for himself to publicly oppose any 
of the “unheard-of” assertions defended by us; but more than that: we 
express our consent to immediately take upon ourselves the already cited by 
us above, as we put it, “devoid of courtesy” title, if at least once, only once 
at any meeting we, either directly or through one of our now far from small 
number of supporters, sufficiently prepared by us for this purpose, do not 
subject to complete defeat everyone, 
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who will come forward with a detailed or at least somewhat articulate 
criticism of our assertions in defense of old views. Here, turning somewhat 
away from the half-listening bourgeois and turning to our Reader (since, as 
our exposition developed, our reader gradually began to come to life before 
us from a rhetorical figure and take on the completely concrete, i.e., bodily 
shell of a Russian revolutionary Marxist worker who had gone through the 
harsh school of active participation in the proletarian uprising; we, having 
become completely related to him, will henceforth write him with a capital 
letter), we inform him of the following: we recall how, 10 or 11 years ago, we 
repeatedly, in front of audiences of thousands, in the combined setting of 
academic Petersburg on the one hand and semi-underground and near- 


underground student circles on the other, without any particular difficulty 
carried out on the most outstanding representatives of the bourgeois 
professoriate who spoke out against us, with world-famous names (see 
above: ,“subjection to complete defeat’’), which in the formulation of the 
“challenge to a dispute” given by us above may seem to the Reader 
somewhat premature or, perhaps, prematurely bold; we personally, in 
connection with our memories of the past, make this challenge with 
complete self-control, without any, even a single, sign of excitement and in 
general without any “military” agitation: the pragmatic power of the skills of 
the apparatuses of a thousand-year-old exciloatatory deception on the one 
hand and on the other—only the great poverty, the great destitution of the 
working class in the technical means of exposing and fighting the insulting, 
degrading power of this age-old deception, could force—all the same in the 
future, the victorious proletarian theoretician of the new biology—to remain 
for many years in the shadows, in disdain, in the arrogant ridicule of its 
“madness.” 


Having finished with this question about some—by no means all—inevitable 
features of the clash of the theory of the new biology with all generally 
prevailing traditional views, we move on to answering the “objections of our 
“agnostic”: he finds it extremely outrageous 


FOR 


: itis obvious that we deny; in his opinion, it is “obvious” that we deny that 
non-spatial phenomena now arouse and ever aroused the “violent interest” 
of all thinking humanity; he is even more outraged by our denial of the ability 
of non-spatial phenomena to arouse interest in themselves, even in one 
single person. Nevertheless, we deny the “obviousness” of the assertion of 
the “agnostic”; and what is more: we find that, apart from other reasons, 
which we will discuss in detail in other chapters, only the greatest organic 
inability of the thinkers of the bourgeois world to penetrate even a little 
deeper than the vulgar surface of phenomena could have forced them in this 
matter, for thousands of years, to this day, to assert the obviousness of such 
things which, upon deep examination (analysis), turn out to be completely 
non-existent; in this respect, i.e. in establishing the striking features of the 
bourgeois thinker, we are most inspired by the exciting critical style of Karl 
Marx \). 


The bourgeois hears in the hum of millennia how, continuously, the “best 
minds” of these exploitative millennia devoted all their strength to the 
excited search for the “secret of the soul,” the “secret of the spirit,” and he 


believes the sounds, the books, the hackneyed words, and automatically 
teaches us this “tragedy of man”: he does not see deeper than the “surface 
of phenomena.” 


The bourgeois hears around him how, in the lecture halls of universities and 
academies, deceived youths and professors who have spent their entire lives 
in libraries memorizing the world's greatest thousand-year-old exploitative 
deception - all together poison the air with the stench of their unclean sighs. 


') "Vulgar economy... seizes upon external appearances in opposition to the 
law of the phenomenon." "Without accounting for these results of its own 
analysis, ... classical political economy became entangled... in insoluble 
contradictions, while at the same time providing a solid operational basis for 
the banalities of vulgar economy, which in principle recognizes only one 
external appearance of phenomena." "On this external form of 
manifestation... concealing the true relationship and creating the appearance 
of a relationship of the exact opposite, rest... all the mystifications of the 
capitalist mode of production, all the illusions it engenders, all the apologetic 
evasions of vulgar economy." Karl Marx. Capital. State Publishing House. 
Moscow. 1920. Pp. pp. 293, 542 and 544. 


He writes about the secrets of knowledge of the "psyche", about the secrets 
of knowledge of non-spatial phenomena - "sensations", "will"; "feelings" - 
and he does not look deeper than this vulgar "surface of phenomena"; he 
points his finger at this "obviousness" as in fact refuting our assertion that 
non-spatial phenomena have never, in anyone, caused and never will cause 
any physiological reaction, in particular, reactions of interest in themselves. 
Finally, he points us to our book. A whole book about non-spatial 
phenomena! And at the same time its author dares to assert that he has no 
interest in these phenomena! For the first time our bourgeois is a witness to 
such an extreme form of "madness"! However, we will soon learn that the 
reason for his indignation in this regard is still the same inability to penetrate 
deeper than the “surface of phenomena.” We are indeed writing a chapter 
and chapters on non-spatial phenomena; and we have been experiencing for 
many years the deepest, most excited interest in these words: “non-spatial 
phenomena.” But what kind of reality is this, what kind of actuality is this: 
the words “non-spatial phenomena”? It is a complex, spatial physiological 
“speech reaction.” We have been studying with great interest for many years 
how this “physiological speech reaction” arose, and it is quite obvious that all 
these years we were completely devoid of interest in any phenomena other 
than spatial phenomena. We did not at all deliberately—for example, in order 


to upset our bourgeois—extinguish in ourselves interest in the non-spatial 
phenomena themselves. Not at all! In our organism, absolutely no 
movements arose by themselves regarding non-spatial phenomena, in 
particular, no reaction of interest to them arose; and only later, then, did we 
understand why these reactions did not arise in us. On the contrary: the 
physiological speech reaction: “non-spatial phenomena,” just like the other 
physiological speech reaction: “spatial pbhenomena"—for many years riveted 
our most intense reactions of interest. We were immediately struck by the 
enormous role these two reactions play in the human organism. We 
investigated what role they played in the past, 
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n. discovered, to our greatest astonishment, that these two speech reactions 
throughout the written history of mankind have always appeared at the 
central point of a tightly wound ball of opposing interests of the struggling 
classes of exploiters and exploited. We began to look most closely into the 
historical past of these two speech reactions that struck us, "Spatial 
phenomena" and "non-spatial phenomena," and discovered what we called 
"the first great dualism of human words" (see below); in addition, as is 
evident from the foregoing, we investigated in the greatest detail what the 
phenomena denoted by these words, the constituents, mean. "the first great 
dualism of human words". What, then, does "the first great dualism of human 
words" consist in? | The one and only word, "non-spatial phenomena" (we 
deliberately temporarily call the expression "non-spatial phenomena" a 
single word, as if the two words of which it is composed were linguistically 
united; on the following pages we will part with this liberty in an organized 
manner)} has always stood in opposition to all other words in general. This 
one and only word has never entered into a combination with any of the 
other words. On the contrary, all the other words were united together by 
another, also one and only word, "Spatial phenomena". Thus, in the entire 
sea of human words, two words have always stood in opposition to each 
other: non-spatial and spatial phenomena. The word "non-spatial 
phenomena" remained alone: there was not a single other word behind it; 
behind the word—, ,spatial phenomena’ was the whole great abundance of 
all other words. All words in general carry within themselves some traces, 
however difficult or easily perceptible, of their origin from the phenomena of 
movement; we have seen this many times above. Even the word ,space’, in 
Russian, comes from ,prostriat’, i.e. to move, to stretch out (to extend a 
hand). But what does the word ,non-spatial phenomena’ mean? Only 
negation (,not’), as if it meant something, which all other words in general 


mean. This is a friend of spatial phenomena, 270 ms- 'spatial phenomena. 
But we only have to try 
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to lean on this word, however politely, and try to find in it at least some signs 
of what it ultimately means, if it means nothing, what all the other words 
mean, when immediately this comparatively small word begins to put up a 
completely unexpected, given its size, and, as we later ultimately became 
convinced, completely insurmountable resistance: it most stubbornly 
continues to occupy itself exclusively with denying that it means anything, 
what all the other words mean, and nothing more. It refuses to say anything 
positive about itself: we will get nothing out of it by logic, by speech; we will 
in no way be able to reveal, as they say, the “content of the concept” of this 
“term.” We can continue our experiments as long as we like, and each time 
they will lead us to the same result, so that in the end we risk becoming 
completely exhausted. And before us—we must admit—the question arises: 
will we really be forced to give up on solving this “mystery”? 


Here, as the Reader will notice, we have come into conflict with yet another 
higher value—with logic. Indeed, we have proven powerless to reveal the 
“meaning,” “significance,” “content of the concept,” which has as its “term” 
the expression “non-spatial phenomena.” We have discovered that within the 
framework of the logical phrase “meaning,” “concept,” “content of the 
concept,” “term,” we are unable to complete our work of revealing the 
“secret” of the question of non-spatial phenomena. This circumstance—that 
is, the clash in the question of non-spatial. phenomena, no more or less, than 
with one of the “highest and eternal values” — with logic — at first 
discourages us so much that we begin to think about a cautious, timely and, 
if possible, imperceptible retreat, i.e. we begin to think about how to gloss 
over the question of the “secret” that puzzled us above — about the content 
of the concept of spatial phenomena. But at this moment, just as suddenly 
as in previous times, we recall something from the content of the subsequent 
chapters of our work and begin, with the same cheerfulness, to continue our 
exposition, 
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“But here the agnostic interrupts us: “You see,” he says, “you yourself just 
admitted that you have come into conflict with logic.” 


| However, such an objection of the agnostic is a clear fallacy. 


reality. Indeed: we have not entered into any contradiction with any of the 
assertions or "laws" of logic. Here in the first chapter we hold fast with both 
hands, as we discover only in other chapters, to mortal, perishable logic and, 
in spite of all temptations (let other chapters say whatever they like!), we do 
not want to tear ourselves away from it for a single minute. In this chapter, 
from the very beginning to the end, we conduct our exposition in complete 
agreement with the legitimate logical dialectic; and what happened to us in 
attempting to reveal the “content of the concept” of “non-spatial 
phenomena” is by no means a “contradiction” with logic or a contradiction of 
any of our assertions with any of the laws of logic; not at all! This is a clash of 
ourselves (and not of any of our assertions) — and again not with any of the 
laws of logic — but with the very existence of logic. In this clash we stopped 
in our attempts to logically understand the meaning of “non-spatial 
phenomena,” did not utter a single assertion that contradicted logic; and we 
continue our exposition, having begun a roundabout movement of all logic in 
general, surveying the surroundings from the point of view of the theory of 
the new biology. Thus the agnostic will have to be disappointed in his hopes 
of once again attaching to us the already mentioned “devoid of courtesy” 
title. What can we say about our intentions to make a roundabout movement 
of logic in order to achieve final results in an attempt to unravel the 
meaning, the “content of the concept” of “non-spatial phenomena”? 


There is very little in this chapter. In this chapter we can only briefly report 
what, as a result of a detailed examination, becomes known to us in 
subsequent chapters about the essence, about the origin and about the 
further fate of logic; while it goes without saying that the fate of our 
investigations into the mystery of the “content of the concept” of “non- 
spatial phenomena” is also connected with the latter question. Of course, it 
goes without saying that all this “communication is new” 
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sit. purely informational in nature and, until detailed research in subsequent 
chapters, does not claim to be conclusive: . | 


"Logic" (from the Greek word "logos", which simultaneously meant "word and 
"reason"), just like "reason" and "knowledge", arises together with the 
emergence of the division of society into classes, as a result of special 


measures of exploiters over the exploited, which we studied in Chapter 4, 
measures connected with the implementation of the very anta of 
exploitation; following the overthrow of the exploiters, in the situation of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, there begins a mass withering away, together 
with other values of the exploitative world, of "knowledge", "reason" - also of 
"logic"; i.e. i.e. a mass return of organisms to the already mentioned, greatly 
complicated in comparison with the pre-exploitative period, “unified system 
of organic movements” begins. In the collision that is now approaching 
(which was in organisms for all the millennia of exploitation in a crushed 
state and is now reviving). — “a single ‘system of organic movements’ with 
the special systems of movements that arose and became established in 
organisms during the era of exploitation, now appearing under the name of 
the “highest and eternal values” of the exploitative world, in this clash of a 
single system of organic movements with the completely perishing “eternal” 
values of “knowledge”, “reason”, “logic”, — for the first time the temporary, 
relative character of these “eternal” values, and their clearly classist, clearly 
predatory, clearly exciloatatory character, is completely revealed, exposed: 
In the last chapters of the }th volume we will examine, insofar as we can 
consider traces of a vague foresight of this future (briefly formulated here) 
stormy revolutionary process, some of Hegel’s assertions, frequent hints in 
the works of Feuerbach and even more so some persistent assertions of Karl 
Marx, scattered for the most part in his letters. 


Thus, it becomes completely clear to us that we should postpone the 
resolution of the question that arose in our response to the agnostic’s 
objections about the meaning, about the content of the concept of “non- 
spatial phenomena” until - 
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that time when, after a number of chapters, we, together with the Reader, 
will move, so to speak, into “non-logical being.” 


However, this does not prevent us from continuing our answer to the 
agnostic's objections, and we immediately notice what enormous benefit 
they have brought us: 


As we have examined above the definitive meaning of the objections made 
to us by the agnostic, we have, as if unnoticeably for ourselves, arrived ata 
complete (for this chapter) formulation of our answer to these objections. We 
have provisionally arrived at what we may briefly formulate below under the 
name of "the first, great, eternal dualism - spatial and non-spatial". Let us 


note that before the following formulation, the Reader and | did not yet quite 
know exactly what this was. 


"The first, great, eternal dualism of the spatial and the non-spatial" always 
appears to us in two forms: 1) on the one hand, it is the dualism of spatial 
and non-spatial phenomena. In this case, it appears to us in an extremely 
changing form: sometimes infinitely great, sometimes extremely small; 
sometimes "eternal", sometimes extremely limited in time. In fact: when we 
consider it quite possible that non-spatial phenomena occur not only in us, 
but also in other people, animals, unicellular organisms, and even in 
molecules and atoms, this dualism grows before us as enormous, great, 
filling the universe and filling the infinity of time of the existence of matter; 
but when we consider it equally possible that non-spatial phenomena occur 
only in ourselves and nowhere else, we are forced to admit the possibility of 
its comparative limitation. 


Thus, we see that in this first case (1), however, just as below, in the second 
(2), the words “great”, “eternal”, in the expression “the first, great, eternal . 
dualism of the spatial and non-spatial” are, in their meaning, dubious and 
could be taken in the most undoubted: quotation marks. 2) On the other 
hand, this is a dualism of two purely spatial phenomena: one spatial 
phenomenon—the human physiological verbal reaction: “spatial 
phenomena”, and the second, equally spatial 
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natural phenomenon—human physiological verbal reaction: “non-spatial 
phenomena.” In this second case, the “first, great, eternal dualism” appears 
before us, at least in a limited form: it is merely a dualism of physiological 
reactions, and only special, verbal ones, i.e., characteristic only of man. The 
most that we can show when the Reader and I, as was Said, pass into “extra- 
logical being,” is that this is a dualism of the physiological reactions of all 
organisms—from man to a single-celled organism, and that the particle “not” 
in the word “non-spatial” is a trace of this circumstance, as a witness to the 
repulsive, throwing movements of organisms, in contrast to the opposite— 
the grasping, capturing movements of any organism that “extends” 
(“space”) its grasping organs, for example, for food. But even in this case, if 
we do not speak of possible attempts to immediately extend it to all things in 
general (and the reader and | have not yet reached this point), how far is this 
dualism from filling the universe! 


However, the advantage of the “first, great, eternal dualism” in the form in 
which it appears to us in the second case (2) is enormous: in this second (2) 
case we immediately feel with both hands both parts of this dualism; we 
lovingly run our hands over hundreds of reflexes that take part in the verbal 
physiological reactions of both parts of the dualism, in hundreds of books we 
find the most obvious traces of both parts of this dualism over hundreds and 
thousands of years, and we are even offered to hope that in the future we 
will be able to feel both parts of this dualism in all organisms in general, 
beginning with the unicellular. We are not sent, as in the first case (1), into all 
the nooks and crannies of the universe for “non-spatial phenomena” with the 
disappointing warning that if, in the end, we do manage to scrape together a 
few “non-spatial phenomena” in some stellar atoms—(which we are told is 
also completely impossible)—then even in such a (completely impossible) 
case, we will not experience any interest in our find. | 


The Reader and | clearly see that now, after we have achieved a clear 
formulation of the two incarnations (1, 2) 
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"the first, great, eternal 'dualism of the spatial and the non-spatial', we have 
come very close to the possibility of answering the agnostic's objections: 
non-spatial phenomena, those very ones which, as the Reader and | already 
know, cannot evoke any reactions in anyone or anything, in particular, 
cannot evoke in anyone a physiological ‘reaction of interest in themselves’, - 
in all the cases cited by the agnostic actually behaved with their usual 
constancy. In all the cases cited by the agnostic it seemed obvious to him 
that either the 'best minds of the centuries’, or the youths and professors in 
the audience, or, finally, the author of a book on non-spatial phenomena 
have shown and are showing in the most spatial way a clear interest in non- 
spatial phenomena; but in fact. in fact, as the Reader and | now observe with 
“obviousness,” such a distorted understanding of reality was, on the part of 
our bourgeois, his usual sliding along the surface of things. In all the cases 
he cited, which took place sometimes in the “best minds of the centuries,” 
sometimes in the professor and those sitting in the audience, sometimes in 
the author of a book on non-spatial phenomena, violent reactions of interest 
were evoked: on the one hand—by human physiological speech reactions: 
“non-spatial phenomena,” and on the other hand—by various, also spatial 
physiological reactions, which, for certain selfish purposes, forcibly, for whole 
millennia, were given common names, common nicknames with “non-spatial 
phenomena,” among the nicknames: “mental phenomena,” “subjective 
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phenomena, will,” 


“sensation,” “ 


spiritual phenomena, 
representation,” etc. d. 


psyche,” “thinking,” “feeling, 


Here, somewhat unexpectedly for us, the Reader quickly takes the floor and 
tells us: 


, “What you have said just now, somewhat emphatically, at the very last 
minute, is completely unexpected and new to me. Needless to say, | have 
followed the development of your answer to the agnostic’s objections with 
great interest and great enthusiasm. | confess to you that | consider all your 
assertions to be completely irrefutable. Therefore, | was especially delighted 
when you, having led me through a series of assertions that are still 
somewhat difficult for me, 
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statements about the essence and fate of logic, have come to a final answer 
to the supposedly "obvious" assertions. agnostic. | confess that | could hardly 
refrain from interrupting you and myself pronouncing this answer to the 
agnostic, so well had | mastered your approach to all these questions and so 
"obvious" did the result to which you had arrived now seem to me. But as 
soon as | heard the end of your answer, the end which you had emphasized 
quite expressively, | immediately saw that | was again mastering something 
completely new to me. So, you are saying that those mass stormy reactions 
of interest which the agnostic spoke of so ardently above are not true. were 
caused in the organisms he listed not only by the physiological “great” and 
“eternal” speech reaction characteristic of all human organisms (and 
perhaps common to all organisms in general): “non-spatial phenomena”. You 
say that, no less than 100, these stormy mass physiological reactions of 
interest were also caused in all these organisms by the action of a whole 
series of completely different and, perhaps, not even “eternal” physiological 
reactions, which, only for selfish purposes and forcibly for thousands of 
years, were given the same nicknames and names as the great, eternal 
general-organic, speech physiological reaction “non-spatial phenomena”! 
Since this addition of yours worries me extremely, | ask you to tell me in the 
same detail, in the same thorough manner as you have been accustomed to 
tell me up to now: 1) what are these “other physiological reactions”? 2) how 
do they differ from the great, eternal, general biological speech physiological 
reaction: “non-spatial phenomena”? Is it not, for example, 


that these “other” physiological reactions are not eternal and may even be of 
very recent origin? and, finally, 3) who and why were interested in giving 


these “other” human physiological reactions common nicknames, names, 
titles, with the “eternal” human speech and, possibly, general biological 
physiological reaction: “non-spatial phenomena”? Perhaps, in my excitement 
lam exaggerating a little, but it seems to me that, despite the fact that from 
the very beginning | experienced a huge interest in your, which struck me 
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interlocutor would say, so strongly “intrigued” as | am now by these exciting 
new perspectives (distant spectacles) vaguely opening up before me. 
Therefore, | ask you, if possible, not to detain me with your answer.” 


Unfortunately, we are completely deprived of the opportunity to fulfill the 
Reader's wishes, i.e. to answer his questions "in detail and thoroughly" right 
here, in the first chapter. Why? Because we do just that in a number of 
chapters, beginning with the next one. Nevertheless, as we have already had 
to do above on another occasion, we can here, in the first chapter, in the 
briefest form, report only the general results of those detailed studies on 
these questions, which we are engaged in in the following chapters. 


Those “other” physiological reactions about which the Reader asks us and 
which we will not name at all in this chapter, really differ sharply from the 
general human and even, perhaps, general biological “eternal” speech 
physiological reaction: “non-spatial phenomena”; they differ from this latter 
reaction in that they arose only together with the emergence of the division 
of society into classes, as a means of implementing the very act of 
exploitation over the organisms of the oppressed classes; therefore, following 
the political overthrow of the exploiting classes, in the real situation of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, these “other” reactions begin to die out in 
organisms and then violently explode in organisms into the air. Thus, these 
“other” reactions are temporary, relative, historical, and are characteristic of 
humanity only during the comparatively short period of several thousand 
years of its existence under the conditions of an exploitative society. These 
“other,” temporary, historical, relative physiological reactions appear before 
us under the same names as the great, eternal, and perhaps even general 
biological physiological reaction: “non-spatial phenomena,” because it was 
advantageous for the exploitative classes to conceal the temporary 
character, i.e., the bandit origin, of these “other” reactions and, by covering 
them with common names, with the great and eternal physiological reaction. 
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completely alien halo (“radiance”) of eternity, grandeur, instead of class 
essence, etc. Precisely because the secret of this greatest deception of the 


exploiting classes, as it was thousands of years ago, now continues to remain 
hidden from the revolutionary part of humanity, we continue to be poisoned 
to this day by that crazy delirium about “matter” and “spirit” with which, for 
thousands of years, each time in a different way, with various changes in the 
exploitative economic forms, the “ideological” agents of the exploiting 
classes have filled thousands of volumes; precisely because, even to this 
day, even the advanced Russian revolutionary workers on the territory of the 
proletarian dictatorship continue to be poisoned by that disgusting nonsense. 
slavishly borrowed from a thousand-year-old exploitative historical- 
philosophical literature, the senseless philosophical chatter about “matter” 
and “spirit,” which fills dozens of books on the philosophy of Marxism, books, 
some of which were written even by Marx’s closest friends: the usual posing 
of the question of the means of struggle of the party of the proletariat, under 
the conditions of the proletarian dictatorship, with the “offensive of bourgeois 
ideology,” characteristic of the most recent years and months, testifies to 
the inability to apply the brilliant assertion of the great Marx—about the 
relativity, about the historicity, about the temporality of categories, i.e., the 
concepts (and values) of bourgeois society—to the analysis (to the 
consideration) of the most vital, most pressing question of the proletarian 
dictatorship: to the question of the proletarian bourgeois "ideologies". Here, 
after all, we must point out in advance that it is precisely "ideology" that is 
the thing that has the closest relation to the "other" reactions we have 
already mentioned above. Thus, our exposition will persistently and directly 
lead us, among other things, to the following: 1) following the overthrow of 
the exploitative classes, an era of mass destruction of "ideologists!" in 
general begins and, 2) all the usual methods of discussing proletarian politics 
in questions of "ideologies", under the conditions of the proletarian 
dictatorship, in its sixth year, are obsolete, useless, and require a transition 
to the perspectives of a further developed Marxist theory, 
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to the mersmektives of the theory of new biology. The theory of new biology 
further, in particular, reveals the apologetic (i.e. praising the exploitative 
system) character of “mdeology”. 


| "I expected that you would certainly end by predicting the destruction of 
reason and knowledge," the agnostic interrupts us. Did what | have usually 
heard about you for many years, and what you have now been telling the 
Reader all the time, give grounds for hoping for anything else? However, | 
will leave aside for now this question, as you yourself admit, of the 


proletarian dictatorship, i.e., the question of naked violence against reason 
and knowledge. | return to my earlier objections to your assertions that in no 
one, in no organism, can non-spatial phenomena ever evoke reactions of 
interest. | must admit that, on reflection, | find your discussion of my 
objections entirely, if you will allow me, "logical", although | admit and am 
even sure that such praise may not please you. As | listened to the 
development of your answer to my objections, the decision matured in me, 
having heard you out to the end, to go immediately after this to my, as | 
once told you, numerous friends from the Academy and the University, in 
order to consult with them about the peculiarities of your answer, about its 
strange logic; in fact: what | considered "obvious", you made less obvious to 
me; | must admit that the formulation you put forward of what you call “the 
first, great, eternal dualism of the spatial and the non-spatial,” precisely in its 
second (2) incarnation—that is, in the form of a dualism of two universal 
human physiological speech reactions, the reaction of “spatial phenomena” 
and the reaction of “non-spatial phenomena”—could be considered a 
completely exhaustive, from a formal point of view, answer to my objections; 
indeed, you have clearly shown that all the stormy reactions of interest in 
non-spatial phenomena that | have listed, both in the distant past and in the 
present, could have been caused not by non-spatial phenomena at all, but by 
the role in human history of this, as 
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general human, speech reaction: "non-spatial phenomena." Thus, from a 
formal point of view, you have proven irrefutable: you have proved that all 
the stormy reactions of interest | have listed could be caused exclusively by 
spatial phenomena, namely, by this general human speech reaction "non- 
spatial phenomena"; | was then allowed to doubt as much as | liked the 
morality of your explanation, but | would not be able to protest against it: it, 
as | have already said, turned out to be logically irrefutable. But here you 
yourself immediately spoiled things: instead of being satisfied with what you 
had achieved and celebrating a formal logical victory over me, you preferred 
to indulge again (I admit, somewhat unexpectedly for me) in the disgusting 
old nonsense - about “exploiters”, about “exploitative violence”, about the 
“eternal exploitative deception”, etc., etc. You did not remain on top of the 
situation: you preferred to indulge in petty passions - albeit, in your opinion, 
“class” bitterness, this bitterness characteristic of our troubled times. What, 
in fact, do “classes” and “exploiters” have to do with it, if we admit that they 
exist at all? You immediately completely spoiled your position by the fact 
that, as soon as finished a completely logically impeccable refutation of my 


strongest objections, you immediately complicated your answer with an 
unnecessary, in my opinion, addition: you assert in it that those stormy 
reactions of interest, which you and I have been talking about all the time, 
were by no means caused only by the role in history, or as we have now 
begun to express ourselves more accurately, by the effect on organisms over 
the course of centuries and millennia, of the universal human speech 
physiological reaction - “non-spatial phenomena”, but also by the action of 
“other” physiological reactions. You immediately reported about these 
“other” physiological reactions that they allegedly arose together with the 
emergence of the division of society into classes, that they arose for the 
implementation of exploitation and as a result of exploitative violence, and 
that they even have common names with “non-spatial phenomena” 
specifically in order to hide their allegedly “banditish” nature. 


48 


"exploitative" origin. | have an aversion to such an explanation in advance; 
but since you say that you are transferring a "detailed" consideration of all 
this, in my opinion, completely unnecessary question raised by you, to a 
series of subsequent chapters, | decide to postpone my visit to my academic 
friends and will try to listen as attentively as possible, together with the 
Reader, to the contents of these chapters in advance. 


_ However, | can admit that although I do not expect anything good from 
these chapters, | still secretly hope that perhaps | will find something in them 
that will significantly brighter illuminate yourl answer to my objections; in 
fact: although | consider your answer to them (without adding!) to be 
completely logically impeccable and from a formal point of view completely 
exhaustive, however, it immediately seemed strange to me that such stormy 
experiences, examples of which | cited, could be caused by nothing more 
than, albeit, a general human, albeit, as you hope to prove, a general 
biological, physiological speech reaction, “non-spatial phenomena.” So much 
storm because of such, even if “eternal”, trifles as the general biological 
dualism of physiological “speech reactions” “spatial” and “non-spatial”. 
Therefore, despite the fact that | have an extremely negative attitude 
towards your addition, | still find that it is of great interest, even from an 
academic point of view: developing your “supplement” in subsequent 
chapters, you will be forced to illuminate the point of view of the theory of 
the new biology on this issue so fully that it will become more and more clear 
to everyone what a contradiction you have entered into with every academic 
truth developed over centuries; and this will ultimately lead to the 


destruction of your point of view. | will remain silent for now, with the hope 
that | will soon succeed in being the witness of all this.” 


We can promise the Reader that in the following chapters we will make every 
effort to make it absolutely impossible for the agnostic to realize his hopes 
for the destruction of the theory of the new biology under the blows of any 
academic decrepitude in general, even such as must exist. 
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by us, if we understand the expression "academic" not in the limited pre- 
revolutionary sense. Before passing on to the next question of the Reader, 
concerning the possible "dualism" of the theory of the new biology, we will 
linger here a little over the correction of some liberties in our presentation, 
liberties which we leave uncorrected for some time in the presentation of 
subsequent chapters, but which at this stage of our presentation can and 
even should be stipulated by us. From the very beginning, we did not call 
non-spatial phenomena by any words other than the words "non-spatial 
phenomena". On the contrary, we cited a whole series of words which, 
almost without exception, in the entire history of philosophy, psychology, 
logic, in the entire abundant social and sociological literature, are used to 
name non-spatial phenomena; these words were: soul, psyche, 
consciousness, thinking, subject, sensation, representation, will, etc. d.; we 
have shown in our exposition that all these words 1) all without exception, by 
their composition, denote spatial phenomena; 2) cannot name non-spatial 
phenomena, because the existence of words about individual non-spatial 
phenomena and about groups of non-spatial phenomena is impossible; 
finally, 3) we promised to show in subsequent chapters that the dominant 
application of all these words for the designation of non-spatial phenomena 
for millennia is of exploitative origin, carried out by the ideological agency of 
exploiters for the selfish purposes of class exploitation. As a result, it turned 
out that we consistently, time after time (1, 2, 3), compromised this 
venerable "catalogue of spiritual words." At the same time, in our exposition, 
the expression "non-spatial phenomena" with each line began to win the 
sympathy of the Reader more and more. In fact: it turned out that this is the 
only expression that stands in contrast to all other words in general in that it 
does not at all try to convey anything about non-spatial phenomena other 
than that they are non-spatial, that they are other than spatial. With such 
precision of this expression, we were already, as it were, ready to consider it, 
as they say, “ideal”; however, after all 
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temptation. We immediately see some liberties that we allowed ourselves in 
the use of this expression: 1) the word "phenomenon" is not applicable to the 
non-spatial; this word means one of the types of movements: appearance 
and disappearance; this word cannot apply to the non-spatial - and the 
expression: "spatial and non-spatial phenomena" should be replaced by the 
expression: "spatial phenomena and the non-spatial"; 2) with regard to non- 
spatial phenomena we used expressions that they, perhaps, "occur" in all 
organisms around us, perhaps, "exist" in all bodies and, perhaps, are 
"observed" by a person sitting next to us; However, all these expressions: 
“flow”, “are observed”, and even “exist” are inevitably spatial designations: 
we will not, in order to prove this, complicate the exposition with a linguistic 
analysis of these words (“flow”, “observe”, “exist”), an analysis which the 
Reader himself can now undertake. What we have said means that these 
words: “flow”, “are observed”, and “exist”, like any words in general, should 
not be applied in relation to non-spatial phenomena. 


Nevertheless, we will not give any consideration for the time being to the 
two indications (1, 2) of the liberties we have taken in our exposition. At this 
stage of our exposition, the elimination of these insignificant liberties would 
play, if one can express it, a reactionary role: we, solely for the sake of 
external brilliance, would thereby bring our exposition to an enormous 
difficulty, deprive it of popularity and thereby of its revolutionizing effect; all 
the same, the exposition of the subsequent chapters immediately leads in 
this question to such a leap forward that it will leave far behind all intentions 
to correct these temporary and insignificant shortcomings. But more than 
that: we can boldly say that our exposition already now in its accuracy many 
times surpasses everything that has ever been written on the question of 
spatial and non-spatial phenomena. All the less is the need for the 
immediate correction of these two liberties. 
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We can now turn to the second question asked by the Reader, his question 
about the “dualism” of our point of view. 


We will recall that this question of the Reader, in fact, contained several 
completely different questions. Indeed: first the Reader asked us whether it 
was not true that the point of view we had set forth was an “undoubted 
dualism”: spatial and non-spatial phenomena are completely and forever 
separated for us and are not “reducible” to one another; After that the 
Reader immediately asked his second question, in which he asked us to 


explain to him, wasn’t it true, that in the usual usage of the words “dualism”, 
“monism”, characteristic of historical and philosophical literature, the results 
of that very thousand-year exploitative deception are revealed, about which 
we promised to speak to him in detail in the future; such a somewhat sudden 
doubt for us about the suitability of the usual vague meaning invested in 
these words arose in the Reader, as he explained to us, precisely because he 
was struck by one constant feature of our point of view: “on the one hand”, 
he told us, “spatial phenomena and non-spatial phenomena remain forever 
separated for you and are not reducible to each other, and this is a clear sign 
of dualism; but on the other hand, in practice, your “dualism” turns out to be 
so extreme monism, that | have never yet encountered such an extreme 
monism - | will try to say, although | know that you will protest - such a 
“materialistic monism” as your “dualism” is. Incidentally, a reader asked us a 
third question on this subject: how, from our point of view, should we treat 
Plekhanov’s usual assertion — “conscientiously copied,” as the Reader put it 
— “from Plekhanov’s works into their own works by other theoreticians of 
Marxist philosophy, who have now become well-known, recognized 
authorities on questions of Marxist philosophy” — how should we treat 
Plekhanov’s assertion that “dualism” is a backward form of philosophical 
theories, that all the great philosophical systems have been “monistic,” and 
“therefore,” the philosophical theory of the working class must also be 
“monistic.” 


52 


We must establish here that, just as in several previous cases, we will only be 
able to give detailed, comprehensive answers to these three questions in 
later chapters. However, after we have above, in the development. our 
answer to the objections of the agnostic, with sufficient thoroughness for our 
purpose, subjected the problem of spatial and non-spatial phenomena to 
further, even more detailed, investigation than we had done before, and at 
the same time firmly established and secured for ourselves several new 
results of this investigation, we can already here, without fear of any, 
especially heated, objections, briefly outline our general attitude to the 
questions posed: not only in relation to several of Plekhanov’s statements 
cited by the Reader about “monism” and “dualism” and about the “monistic” 
“philosophical system of the proletariat”, but also in relation to the 
enormous, the overwhelming majority of all statements in general of 
Plekhanov on questions of the philosophical theory of Marxism, just as in 
relation to the enormous, the overwhelming majority of all statements in 
general of a huge number of students and | supporters of Plekhanov in 


questions of Marxist philosophy, the Reader must already now learn to treat 
with the greatest indulgence; such greatest indulgence towards all these 
traditional assertions must be dictated to the Reader by a clear 
understanding of the astonishing complete confusion which he will already 
now find every time in these assertions. 


When the Reader succeeds in suppressing the ardor of ardent admiration for 
the peculiar, somewhat hypnotizing to the youth, tone of authority of this 
truly greatest writer on questions of Marxist philosophical theory, which is 
typical of our time, he will only gradually begin to succeed in revealing 
Plekhanov’s astonishing superficiality in all those cases when he wrote about 
the most important, fundamental questions of Marxist philosophical theory. 
Not once did Plekhanov, just like none of his numerous students, succeed in 
breaking free, even for a single minute, from the heavy fetters of the vulgar, 
exploitative, bourgeois history of philosophy: matter and spirit, material and 
spiritual, material 
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not prevent the Reader from clearly understanding that, nevertheless, at one 
time, during the organizational formation of the revolutionary party of the 
proletariat in Russia, Plekhanov’s philosophical works, which successfully and 
controversially repelled the powerless attacks on proletarian economic 
theoreticians of various representatives of the philosophizing bourgeois 
trash, undoubtedly played a major revolutionary role. 


Plekhanov, who wrote all his life about materialism and idealism, about 
matter and spirit, about sensations, ideas, feelings and sense organs (!), 
about being and consciousness, about the psyche, about the mental, etc., 
etc., nowhere, in not one place in his works, does he reveal any clear 
understanding of the problem of spatial and non-spatial phenomena; thus, 
the dualism of the material and the spiritual hovered before his eyes ina 
motley mixture of completely heterogeneous things, a mixture that was 
realized thousands of years ago by the agents of the exploiting classes from 
the “first dualism” formulated by us above and various products of “other 
dualisms” (see below, Chapters 2-5). Not a single passage in Plekhanov's 
works gives any indication that he ever succeeded, even gropingly, in sorting 
out the completely heterogeneous elements of this exploitative mixture. With 
the revelation of this circumstance, it will become increasingly clear to the 
revolutionary workers of our time that only because Plekhanov's 
philosophical works for some time brought polemical victories to the party of 
the proletariat, using in the struggle another weapon of gigantic power, 


Marxist philosophical theory—Hegelian dialectical logic—of which we will 
speak in more detail later, could one, for a time, solely for tactical reasons, 
continue to call these works, which in places represent a solid museum of 
exploitative instruments of thought, "the philosophy of the proletariat" and, 
in particular, "the philosophy of Marxism." 


If we were to object to this, that, from a purely formal point of view, 
Plekhanov, although he does not make exactly one step forward in Marxist 
theory, but on the other hand, he deviates little or almost nothing from the 
exact letter 


statements of K. Marx and F. Engels regarding “being and consciousness,” 
regarding “the material and the spiritual,” etc., we would answer: firstly, this 
is not entirely true; and secondly, such fidelity to these texts from K. Marx 
and, in particular, F. Engels is the most striking manifestation of the obvious 
distortion of Marx’s teaching; we hope to prove the latter in the most 
thorough manner in a series of chapters specially devoted to this question. 


Now that the numerous works of this talented polemicist have lost their 
former significance in the polemical struggle with the representatives of 
bourgeois philosophical criticism, one should not, guided in this case by a 
completely false understanding of the interests of the working class, 
persistently support the interest in these works in the advanced workers, 
which is quickly fading in them. On the contrary. One should quite openly and 
quite unequivocally declare that now, in the increasingly intensifying struggle 
against the “dangers of the approaching bourgeois ideology,” one should 
throw far away from oneself this old, rusty, bent and generally useless sword 
in the fight, and to inflict mortal wounds on the enemy one should look for a 
newer and better weapon. 


So, how should we relate to Plekhanov’s statements: 1) about “dualism” and 
“monism” and 2) that the philosophical theoretics of the proletariat should 
not be “dualistic”, but “monistic”? 


We have already learned to understand that, firstly: by the words “material” 
and “spiritual” Plekhanov does not understand in any of his philosophical 
works anything that is at least for one minute completely clear to him; as we 
have already said, “material” and “spiritual”, “being” and “consciousness” 
hover before him in a motley exploitative mixture; — secondly: not a single 
place in Plekhanov’s works indicates that this thick fog, at least occasionally, 
dissipated before him and the problem of the “material” and the “spiritual” 
took shape before him as a problem of the spatial and the non-spatial. 


But here the question must arise: are we really going to limit ourselves to 
just pointing out that, by the way, not only Plekhanov, but also Engels in the 
question—which is often completely 
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keeping silent about dialectics (see Chapters 7-9) they consider the 
fundamental, most important question of Marxist philosophical theory - in the 
question of the "material" and the "spiritual", of "being" and "consciousness" 
- they reveal an inability to break out of a series of completely confused 
"definitions" of both. Not at all! Marxist research should not be limited to only 
such an indication. and we really do not limit ourselves to this alone: the 
entire volume of our work, chapter by chapter, illuminates not only the 
contemporary situation, but, mainly, the non-historical origin of the whole 
confusion in general in the question of the “material” and the “spiritual,” in 
the question of this “dualism,” the historical origin of this confusion, which 
has figured for many centuries in all “philosophical systems” in general. 
Developing our exposition, we will gradually come to the understanding that 
the greatest confusion in questions of the “material” and the “spiritual” in 
the works of Plekhanov and even Zngels, as in all historical and philosophical 
literature in general, is of purely exploitative origin. Such an exposition will 
be our continuous answer to the Reader's questions about "dualism", 
"monism", etc. in Plekhanov's and other literature. It is then that we will have 
to most persistently cite, emphasize, and repeat many times the famous 
passage from Marx's afterword to the 2nd edition of Volume 1 of Capital: "In 
its rational form, dialectics... bows down to nothing and is by its very essence 
critical and revolutionary." ("Capital", p. MU). We will often repeat this 
passage from Marx, calling on the Reader to prove in practice his fidelity to 
the profound revolutionary meaning of these words. 


It is then that we shall deal more thoroughly than is possible for us here with 
the question of what exactly was understood by the words “materialism” and 
“idealism”—by Engels or Plekhanov; here any detailed discussion of this 
would be extremely premature for us. However, even now, if we were asked 
to choose immediately which of the two formulas known in Marxist literature 
we find it possible to subscribe to—the formula: 1) “First the material and 
then the spiritual,” or: 2) “First the spiritual and then the material,” we would 
most 


would resolutely refuse to have anything in common with these two formulas 
other than a persistent Marxist historical criticism of their exploitative 
origins. The reader already knows that in this question our “formula”, so to 


speak, our “own” formula can only be: 3) “First the material and never the 
spiritual”: non-spatial phenomena cannot form any words in organisms, 
therefore, judgments, even if false, are impossible about non-spatial 
phenomena; non-spatial phenomena, moreover, cannot evoke any reactions 
of interest in themselves; therefore, the inevitable complete ignoring of non- 
spatial phenomena cannot evoke in organisms any “epistemological”, 
“theoretical-cognitive”, “tragedies” completely invented by exploiters for 
other purposes. 


However, as has already been said, we shall postpone a detailed, thorough 
investigation of these questions until the time when, after the presentation of 
a number of subsequent chapters, we shall have acquired much new and 
absolutely decisive knowledge for our theme. It is then that we shall also 
reveal the complete insufficiency of Engels' attempts to explain the historical 
origin, as he expresses it in his book Ludwig Feuerbach (Russian translation. 
Moscow, 1918, p. 38), of "the great fundamental question of all philosophy, 
especially of modern philosophy... concerning the relation of thought to 
being", of the "material" to the "spiritual". In exactly the same way, we shall 
have to establish the complete insufficiency of G. Kunow's attempt to 
introduce an exhaustive correction of this point of view of Engels. By that 
time, the detailed elucidation of the history of the penetration of the 
exploitative point of view on this question into Marxist theoretics will be so 
complete in our exposition that we, without fearing that our historical 
criticism will be able to inspire hasty cheerfulness in some joyfully disposed 
bourgeois, will be able to allow ourselves in each case, exposing the 
exploitative essence of some traditional philosophical phrase considered 
Marxist, to laugh in the most cheerful manner at those who want to continue 
to defend the relevance of this Phrase to the great revolutionary meaning of 
the works of Karl Marx only because in the great 
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In some of Marx's works, similar texts sometimes appear in completely 
innocent settings. 


It should be noted that the nature of our further exposition requires a 
reservation: a few pages above we made a Sharp turn in our exposition: until 
then we had thoroughly investigated the problem of the spatial and non- 
spatial and, from the very beginning, in the development of this 
investigation, we allowed ourselves only occasionally and then only for a few 
lines to digress on various questions not very closely connected with the 
consistent development of our main theme. It is precisely thanks to such 


persistence that we have succeeded in arriving in this question, in an 
extremely short period of time, at results so valuable to us that we intend in 
the future to try with all our might not to let these results slip out of our 
hands for a single minute; We intend in the future to constantly and 
strenuously try not to forget these results for a single moment and thereby in 
no case to allow ourselves, in the question of the material and the spiritual, 
to again slip into the banal hackneyedness of philosophical everyday life, 
even if the greatest names stood up for such everyday life. So, what did 
these results consist of, which we intend to secure for ourselves with such 
persistence? They consisted in the formulation of the ,first dualism of the 
spatial and the non-spatial' in two (1, 2) incarnations of this dualism; in the 
establishment of the fact that the existence of words is impossible with 
regard to individual non-spatial phenomena and with regard to individual 
groups of non-spatial phenomena; in the establishment of the fact that non- 
spatial phenomena cannot evoke in anyone, ever, reactions of interest in 
themselves; and in the establishment of a number of new propositions that 
preceded those listed. At the same time, we sometimes made short reports 
about the results we arrive at in some issues during the development of our 
presentation not in the first, but in subsequent chapters. 


However, regarding the application of this type of reporting system, the 
question may arise: were such reports in Chapter 1 really timely? Before 
answering this question, let us trace how we proceeded further in our 
presentation: 
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Further: as soon as we had finished the theoretical formulation of precisely 
those results of our study of the question of spatial and non-spatial 
phenomena - in relation to which we had previously set ourselves the goal of 
achieving the most vivid illumination of them precisely in the first chapter - 
we abruptly turned our presentation: we chose for ourselves as a pretext the 
Reader's incidental question about how one should understand Plekhanov's 
assertions about monism and dualism and, clearly, it would seem, untimely 
began to talk about the general state of affairs in Marxist philosophical 
literature on the question of the material and the spiritual. The untimeliness 
of such an undertaking, it would seem, was evident at least from the fact 
that we ourselves immediately reported, as on previous occasions, that we 
are not giving a complete analysis (consideration) of the state of affairs with 
this question of the material and the spiritual in Marxist philosophical 


literature and theoreticians at all now, but only in the second part of the |th 
volume, i.e., after presenting a long series of subsequent chapters. 


But is it true that in all these cases we have been engaged in something 
untimely? The first volume of our work bears the title: "The Theory of the 
New Biology and Marxism." From the title of the |th volume alone it is clear to 
what extent we are interested in the Reader continually experiencing how all 
the results in general, to which we gradually arrive in our work, relate to all 
the peculiarities of Marxist theoretics, i.e., paternal theoretics in relation to 
the theory of the new biology. Therefore, should we, with complete academic 
calm, let lie in books, in articles, in journals all the characteristic features of 
Marxist theoretics and literature that pertain to us, without mentioning a 
word about them, until we have diligently brought to the very end the 
exposition of the theory of the new biology - in order only then to take up the 
elucidation of the relation of Marxist theoretics to the results of our 
exposition? 


We considered this method of action to be entirely scholastic. On the 
contrary: we found it necessary, after those first results of our research, 
which we considered significant, to immediately bring to life, on the pages of 
this book, several of the most outstanding 


authors of Marxist literature and several texts from Marxist literature—the 
most characteristic for comparison with the given results of our work; we 
found it necessary to immediately call these texts out—from books, articles 
and magazines, precisely so that they would continually live before the eyes 
of the Reader, would continually collide before the eyes of the Reader with 
these and all other results of our research, as we arrive at such results, in a 
word, so that they, together with the Reader, would experience many hopes, 
worries, doubts, unexpected breakthroughs. We found that only with this 
method of presentation will we achieve real results with the Reader to whom 
we are addressing ourselves, the reader-worker. If the academic calm of our 
presentation suffers in this process, we have prepared ourselves in advance 
not to be very sad about this: we are really not writing our book for learned 
pedants, and we can Say this without any agitation: everyone will understand 
that our book, which rebels against so many reactionary traditions, even 
when some of these reactionary traditions are considered revolutionary by 
everyone, can appeal for better understanding exclusively to the advanced 
revolutionary workers. 


That is why we will continue our presentation with complete calm according 
to the method we have just defended. 


It may seem that the question of the material and the spiritual is now, in the 
sixth year of the proletarian revolution, in a somewhat better position than it 
was previously in Marxist philosophical literature. But this is not so. We will 
give several examples of the programmatic appearance of this question from 
the practice of the proletarian dictatorship in recent years: 


“Should it (Glavpolitprosvet) undertake the education of feelings, the 
influence on the heart, the education of communist psychology in the 
masses?”... and further: “... the Futurists... transform it (art) from an 
expression of human feelings into an expression of feelings, and extremely 
abnormal, distorted ones at that. Treating the masses in the Duma as a 
gathering of creatures that are unable to rise to the level of human thought... 


60 lei and feelings, the futurists claim, etc.” (N. Krupskaya. “Glavpolitprosvet 
and Art.” Pravda. January 13, 1921). 


“Mr. Krupskaya quite correctly noted in her article the complete impossibility 
for the Main Political Education Directorate to refuse to care about a whole 
series of aspects of artistic life... without feeling... ideas alone do not 
determine the will—all the Isikhoyugs assert this.” (V. Lunacharsky. “Main 
Political Education Directorate and Art.” Krasnaya Nov. Moscow, 1921, No. 1, 
p. 146). 


Italics are ours throughout. (.7. A.). 


“What is this?” the Reader will ask. “Is it really possible that the authors of 
these quotations, well known to me, when speaking about the “spiritual” 
interests of the proletariat, about communist “psychology,” about the 
exponents (see!!!) of “feelings,” “sensations,” and “thoughts,” clearly realize 
what they are saying!” 


We do not know this. The only thing we can guess is that if the authors of 
these quotations become thoroughly familiar with the problem of the spatial 
and the non-spatial, i.e. the material and the spiritual, according to our 
detailed and popular presentation of this problem in the present chapter, 
they will little by little, little by little, come to a clear understanding of the 
confusion in this, as is commonly believed, the main, fundamental question 
of the philosophy of Marxism, the victims of which (confusion) they found 
themselves in the cases cited. | 


Let's go further; here is a quote from one collective "appeal": 


“In the class struggle, which constitutes the main content of the history of 
human societies, spiritual weapons played no small role... Soviet Russia 


cannot, at the present stage of its material and spiritual development, 
provide those who wish”... etc. | 


“What is this?” the Reader will ask again. “Do the authors of this quote, when 
they speak of “spiritual” weapons, of “spiritual” development, clearly realize 

what they are saying? But where does this quote come from and who are its 

authors?” 


This quote is from the appeal “To the Scientists of Russia,” an appeal 
published in Pravda on 22/XI-1921. This official appeal begins as follows: “By 
decree of the Council of People’s Commissars (Izvestia of the All-Russian 
Central Executive Committee of 
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On December 3 of this year, a commission was established for a radical (see! 
E. E.) revision of the teaching of social sciences in the higher schools of the 
republic. In beginning its work, the commission considers it necessary to 
address the following statement to workers in science...", etc. The signatures 
appear under the "statement": Chairman of the commission - F. Rotshteyn. 
Members: D. Bogolepov, N. Bukharin, G. Bystryansky, V. Volgin, A. 
Goykhbarg, D. Kuzovkov, M. Larin, N. Lukin, Yu. Marchlevsky, M. Pokrovsky, K. 
Radek, D. Ryazanov, I. Skvortsov, G. Fritzsche and Tsiperovich. | 


First of all, we ask the Reader to remember the name of this commission: 
“Commission for a radical (!) revision of the teaching of social sciences in the 
higher schools of the republic.” In the future, for brevity, we will call this 
commission simply: “The Commission for the Radical”; such a designation for 
a commission which, in the 4th year of the proletarian revolution, in a public 
address, in the old way, calls some “weapon” spiritual, has a somewhat 
cheerful meaning. 


Then we must dispel any doubts that may be raised about the fact that the 
signature of Comrade M. N. Pokrovsky appears among the signatures listed. 
The reader will remember Comrade Pokrovsky's attitude toward our point of 
view on the material and the spiritual. As early as 1919, Comrade Pokrovsky 
resolutely and persistently emphasized his solidarity with us on this score; 
this happened even before the "Commission on Roots" arose; this refers to 
those months of 1919 when the now deceased revolutionary and eminent 
biologist K. A. Timiryazev warmly welcomed our point of view , considering it 
"the most advanced phenomenon in modern biological theoretics." How then 
should we explain the appearance of Comrade Pokrovsky's signature under 
the appeal of the "Commission on Roots"? Perhaps it is a foresight of the 


inevitability of enormous obstacles which the new point of view will have to 
overcome before it can consider itself consolidated in the practice of the 
proletarian dictatorship. Perhaps in the future such foresight will force many 
Marxists to make temporary compromises on this issue. 


We can continue our attempts to find at least one document in Marxist 
philosophical literature in which the question of the material and spiritual 
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would not appear before us in a completely confused form. In all cases, 
complete disappointment awaits us. If we allow ourselves, judging by some 
vague hint, to hastily conclude that the author of this Marxist philosophical 
work is beginning to clarify the problem of the material and the spiritual as a 
problem of the spatial and the non-spatial, then very soon the very next lines 
of this work that has given us hope will disappoint us in our expectations. 


Even in the very last years of the proletarian revolution, when again, as in 
the good old days, works began to appear which boldly claimed to be a 
further “development” of Marxist theory, the situation with the greatest 
confusion in the fundamental “philosophical” question of theory—the 
question of the material and the spiritual—did not improve in the least. 


It may seem that we are too, as they say, “pessimistic,” that we are taking 
too gloomy a view of the state of affairs. It may seem that we are 


In fact, in some of the most recent, so to speak, cutting-edge works on the 
philosophy of Marxism that have just appeared, we find completely new 
notes in the approach to the question of the material and the spiritual. Let us 
take as an example the detailed book by comrade N. Bukharin: “The 
Geography of Historical Materialism. A Popular Textbook of Marxist 
Sociology” (Moscow, 1922). 


This book was published about six months ago and, in a few months, many 
thousands of copies have been sold. It is assumed that Russian revolutionary 
workers should learn Marxist theory in general and the fundamental 
questions of Marxist philosophical theory in particular from this book. We 
open this book to page 52 and read: 


“Here we come to the most important question, which has tormented human 
thought for a thousand years, the question of the relationship between 
matter and spirit. In common parlance we often speak of the ‘soul’ and the 
‘body’. In general, we distinguish between two series of phenomena. Some 


have extension, occupy a place in space, are perceived by our external 
senses—they can be seen, heard, touched, 
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taste, etc. We call them material phenomena. Others do not occupy space, 
they cannot be felt or seen. Such, for example, is human thought or will, or 
sensation. That they exist, everyone knows perfectly well from his own 
experience. One philosopher, Descartes, believed that this very circumstance 
is proof that man exists... However, at the same time, human thought cannot 
be felt or smelled; it has no color and cannot be directly measured either by 
yards or meters. Such phenomena are called yasichic, or, in common 
parlance, “spiritual” | 


Italics are all by the author. As soon as we read this passage, we immediately 
re- 


we concluded that Comrade N. Bukharin, about whom we had previously 
allowed ourselves to think something completely different, is indeed a 
decisive and courageous reformer of Marxist theory. We now, not without a 
pang of conscience, recalled that passage from the “Preface” to the book we 
have quoted, to which we had previously been skeptical and which, it would 
seem, should have prepared us for such a decision earlier; here is that 
passage: “In some rather significant points the author departs from the usual 
treatment of subjects; in others he considers it possible not to limit himself to 
already known positions, but to develop them further. It would be strange if 
Marxist theory were to forever mark time” (N. Bukharin. The Theory of 
Historical Materialism, etc. Preface, p. 6). We find ourselves so captivated by 
Comrade Bukharin’s courage, which he displayed on page 52—comrade i.e., 
in such a much more “essential point” for Marxist theory as the “point” on 
the material and the spiritual, that we barely remember that before reaching 
this 52nd page “developing Marxist theory further,” we have discovered a 
good dozen times in the exposition such unpleasant features, regarding 
which we could only with great difficulty come up with any mild comments. 
Now, on page 52, we do not want to think about any of this. We re-read this 
page several times in order to better remember in what precisely decisive 
and precise expressions Comrade Bukharin ventures on such a radical 
development of the theory. We barely allow ourselves to remember that: 1) 
three years ago 


before that, in the “18 Theses”, with the same formulation of the question, 
we did not consider it possible to speak of “external feelings” (12) and that: 


2) aS soon as we read the cited text on page 52 for the first time, the 
following immediately seemed strange to us: at the very beginning of the 
quotation it is said that for thousands of years the question of the material 
and the spiritual has tormented human “thought”, and 8 lines later it is said 
that “thought” is not spatial, not extended: thus, not to mention the fact that 
non-extended phenomena cannot have words - knowledge of this is not 
necessary for Comrade Bukharin - it becomes strange that with regard to 
other people’s “thoughts”, which, according to Comrade Bukharin’s own text, 
are not extended, not spatial, and even in relation to the thoughts of others 
of all “mankind,” and even “for thousands of years,” Comrade Bukharin 
displays such a rich knowledge that he reports, not without detail, what 
exactly “tormented” this very “thought” over the course of these thousands 
of years. We find enough courage in ourselves to immediately suppress 
these and other accompanying doubts. These doubts will not be able to hide 
from us what enormous help Comrade Bukharin provides to our views by 
finding it possible to set them out decisively and boldly in his book, which is 
so authoritative for revolutionary youth. Therefore, we, somewhat excited by 
his comradely participation in our revolutionary theoretical enterprise, which 
is so difficult to realize, truly continue reading with tenfold interest. However, 
the following lines on the very next page, page 53, begin to disappoint us to 
the highest degree: 


....Psychic phenomena, the so-called "spirit", constitute an insignificant part 
of all phenomena"... "from "dead" nature the living developed; from the 
living developed such a living thing that can think. At first there was matter 
that could not think. From it was formed thinking matter, man. If this is so 
(and it is so, it is proven by natural sciences), then it is clear that"... etc. etc. 


Thus, “mental phenomena,” about which it was just said that they are not 
extended and that they “cannot be measured either in yards or meters,” now 
turn out to be a very measurable “particle” and even an “insignificant 
particle” (even with N. B.’s italics) of “all phenomena.” Further: in relation to 
that very 


my “thought”, about which, just now, admittedly a whole page above (p. 52), 
it was Said that it is not extended, “does not take up space”, on the very next 
page it is told what exactly happened to it, but this time not for some 
“thousands of years” of human history, but so to speak “from the very first 
day of the creation of matter”. To everyone’s triumph, about such incredible 
awareness of comrade N. I. Bukharin, he suddenly declares that “this has 
been proven by natural sciences” (!!!). It is well known with what respect we 


all treat the natural sciences: but here a mistake has occurred: Comrade 
Bukharin has completely forgotten that the “natural sciences” (and not some 
kind of charlatan chatter which, through mistake or lack of knowledge, 
Comrade Bukharin took for “natural sciences” and even, alas, for proof of 
“natural sciences”), not once, not a single time, not a single sound, speak 
about non-spatial phenomena, and therefore, about the history of non-spatial 
phenomena “from the day of the creation of matter.” This is often the 
occupation of all varieties of “psychology,” but by no means of the “natural 
sciences.” 


We are beginning to notice that our stormy reaction of gratitude towards 
Comrade Bukharin for the fact that he joined our campaign for introducing 
the correct point of view on the material and spiritual into Marxist 
philosophical theory with such a cheerful mood is beginning to weaken little 
by little in our organism. We are beginning to feel deep dissatisfaction with 
the fact that before coming forward with this point of view, Comrade 
Bukharin did not find it necessary to consult us first. Nevertheless, some 


what hopes that Comrade Bukharin will still be able to get out of the 
“difficulties” into which he has fallen (we do not want to say “hopeless 
confusion”) are faintly glimmering in us. However, the next two pages (54 
and 55) disappoint us even more: we find on them all the usual hackneyed, 
trivial things that are usually said about materialism, idealism, etc.—and for 
the first time the question arises in us: why did Comrade Bukharin need to 
talk about “spatial” and “non-spatial” phenomena on page 52? Is it really 
only so that another unnecessary thing happens even more vividly than 
usual, and already very often. 
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once again, and precisely on himself, to demonstrate to the advanced 
Russian workers all that confusion in the question of the material and the 
spiritual, which has poisoned our philosophical literature? Or did he want to 
come to the aid of the “18 Theses”? But then again it is incomprehensible 
why Comrade Bukharin did not consult with us first. Or did he simply want, 
as they say, to “mechanically” copy from somewhere this passage about 
“spatial” and “non-spatial” phenomena, so that later, “at leisure,” he could 
try to understand this passage, but then there was not enough time at all to 
think about what he had copied. All this makes us so uncomfortable that we 
finally decide to stop thinking about it and continue reading his book. The 
further we read it, the more we become convinced that its author, having 
written page 52, immediately forgot what exactly he had written on it and, in 


such complete oblivion of what he himself had written earlier, continued to 
write the entire book to the end: 


...psychic interactions of the most diverse nature in human society are 
immeasurably richer than even in a herd of higher apes" (p. 97) ....people are 
not just physical bodies: they think, feel, desire, set goals for themselves and 
constantly exchange their thoughts and desires. Relationships between 
people are not only (italics N.B.) material-labor relations; they are also 
psychic relations, "spiritual" relations, etc. (p. 147). 


In Paris, at the Sorbonne, for many years, together with M. M. Kovalevsky, 
the famous founder of “neo-positivism” E. De Roberti, a student of the 
bourgeois sociologist O. Comte and a friend of another bourgeois sociologist 
Littré, who was considered to be extremely “revolutionary”, lectured on 
sociology. In his famous book, which bears the extremely decisive title: “A 
New Statement of the Fundamental Questions of Sociology” (translated from 
French. Moscow, 1909), this arch-bourgeois sociologist, to whom such a “also 
Marxist” as the late Tugan-Baranovsky offered solemn incense, developed his 
basic theory of “social interosychophysicism” or “social embryonic 
interspirituality” (!!). De Roberti's book should be published here again so 
that advanced revolutionary workers can learn from it to laugh merrily at the 
stupidity of our 
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pompously important sociological and psychological authorities of the 
bourgeois world. In Western Europe, and even here in Russia, dozens of 
different trends in “sociological thought” reverently crawled on their bellies 
before the authoritative wisdom of this miserable cretin. The great world 
fame of E. De Roberti makes us recall the brilliant words of Marx, said by him 
about J. St. Mill: “On a flat plain every hummock seems like a ridge; the 
flatness of modern bourgeois thought is best measured by the caliber of its 
“great thinkers” (K. Marx. Capital. Moscow, 1920, p. 520). 


But E. Def Roberti’s theory of “social interpsychophysicism” or “social 
embryonic interspirituality” interests us from another side. We are interested 
in the question: what is the difference between this theory of 
“interpsychophysicism” or “embryonic interspirituality” and the passages we 
have just quoted from N. Bukharin’s “Geology of Historical Materialism” (see 
“Materialism”!!! 5.2.) about “psychic interaction of the most diverse nature 
in human society”? 


We can consider the question of the role of Comrade N. Bukharin in Marxist 
philosophical theoretics to be completely settled for ourselves. 


We try to think: after all, there are those who “disagree” with Comrade 
Bukharin, there are also “critics” of Comrade N. Bukharin among us. But 
every time we try to take a closer look at such a “critic,” we discover in him 
exactly the same confusion on the question of the material and the spiritual. 
At the same time, we become more and more convinced of how deeply this 
disease has penetrated into the depths of Marxist theory. 


Let us take Comrade V. Sarabyanov as an example: he has long been known 
among us as, so to speak, the obligatory theoretical opponent of Comrade N. 
Bukharin; and the revolutionary workers may think that they have a true 
“critic”: they will not be misled by Comrade N. Bukharin’s mistakes. But in 
vain. We will not quote Comrade Sarabyanov’s article, which is too long for 
this, published in the journal Pod Znamenem Marksizma (No. 3, Moscow, 
March 1922), an article entirely devoted to criticism of Comrade Bukharin’s 
book, The Geography of Historical Materialism, which we have already 
quoted. Given that 
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the reader already has, it is enough to note that in this article Comrade 
Sarabyanov, on the question of the material and the spiritual, smashes 
Comrade Bukharin and then himself, without a trace, repeats all of Comrade 
Bukharin’s confusion. A few months after this article, a book by Comrade 
Sarabyanov, “Historical Materialism. Popular Essays” (2nd edition, Moscow, 
1922), was published, especially for revolutionary workers, especially for this 
purpose, and especially popularly written. We open this book and read: 


“Society, in its various states, also has mental experiences and a 
systematized psyche, which bears the name of ideologies. We cannot call 
either the psyche or the ideology matter, since we cannot hear, see, smell, 
touch or taste thoughts or ideas; they are spiritual products of the material 
‘body’. We hear not ideas, but signs called letters, punctuation marks, etc.” 
(p. 37), 


_ “Public consciousness, through the will of society, changes the social body 
only within the limits of the present given quality, for the quality of public 
consciousness always corresponds to the quality of being (body). If the 
quality of public consciousness has changed, then...” etc. (p. 111). 


To this (i.e. social .E./.) body correspond certain forms of social 
consciousness, i.e. the “soul” of society, in other words the psyche and 
ideology of society” (p. 119). 


Etc., etc.—the whole book from beginning to end. 


How could it happen that Comrades N. Bukharin and V. Sarabyanov, known 
as people well acquainted with the revolutionary theory of the greatest hater 
and exposer of every exploitative deception, Karl Marx, could, apparently 
without looking back at Marx, write such obviously exploitative confusion? 
However, we must immediately establish that the question put in sucha 
form would only lead the Reader into the deepest error: with such a 
formulation of the question, the Reader may think that there are or were 
other experts in Marx’s theory, like Mr. Plekhanov or his hundreds of 
students, who, unlike Comrades Bukharin and Sarabyanov, on the 
fundamental questions of philosophical 
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Sophia—on questions of the material and the spiritual, on materialism, 
idealism, psychology, etc.—wrote anything other than the same or similar 
exploitative confusion. Therefore, in order not to mislead the Reader, we 
should formulate this question somewhat differently from the very beginning: 
how could it happen that hundreds of people, sincerely convinced that they 
were disciples of the great Marx, every time they tried to write on the 
fundamental questions of philosophy—on the material, the spiritual, etc.— 
inevitably fell into the tried and tested strength of the nets set by 
exploitative agents, and then, unable to extricate themselves from these 
nets, were forced, under the name of Marxist “philosophical” theoretics, to 
present fighters thirsting for intellectual light with obviously exploitative 
poison? How could this happen? 


The entire second part of the first volume of our work is devoted precisely to 
a detailed answer to this question. We thoroughly explain there to what 
extent Marxism is, in fact, an infinitely more grandiose event in the history of 
mankind than the most benevolent, but extremely limited in its means of 
historical analysis, student philosophical criticism, which regards Marxism as 
a kind of philosophical worldview called “dialectical materialism,” is able to 
establish. We will explain there that, outside the perspectives of the theory of 


the new biology, i.e., outside the perspectives of a unified system of organic 
movements, only an extremely incomplete understanding of the enormous 
revolutionary essence and the enormous revolutionary historical role of the 
teaching of Karl Marx was possible. It is precisely in connection with this that 
we have to undertake, in the same place, in several special chapters, a 
thorough clarification of what exactly the revolutionary role consisted of—in 
the history of the development of the revolutionary teaching of Karl Marx—of 
all that literature which is now united under the single name of “Marxist 
philosophical theoretical literature,” and which belongs not to the pen of 
Marx himself, but to the pen of his supporters and disciples, beginning with F. 
Engels and G. Plekhanov and ending with N. Bukharin or someone else. At 
the same time, in these special chapters we have to go into extreme detail 
about this question: of the entire group of basic 


___ © of the questions to which Marxist philosophical literature is devoted, 
we single out there one question, the figuring of which in Marxist 
philosophical literature played both an absolutely and relatively enormous 
revolutionary role in the history of the development of Marxist theory: we 
have in mind the popularization by Marxist philosophical literature of the 
basic theoretical elements of Hegelian dialectical logic. On the contrary: the 
treatment of other basic questions of philosophy, as we establish in these 
special chapters of Part 2 of Volume 1, played an absolutely reactionary role 
in the development of Marxist theory; only individual, incidental moments in 
the history of the development of Marxist philosophical literature—such as, 
for example, polemical successes in clashes with bourgeois philosophy. 
agent, and, most importantly, the accompanying bold propaganda among 
the workers of a critical attitude toward bourgeois philosophical authorities, 
also gave this literature a relatively revolutionary significance. We have 
already emphasized this dual character of the historical role of even the best 
works on Marxist philosophical theory above, when we spoke about the 
great, for their time, revolutionary significance of the philosophical works of 
G. Plekhanov. It goes without saying that the same applies to the best works 
of Plekhanov's best students, in particular to the philosophical writings on 
the material and spiritual cited above, for example, by N. Bukharin. However, 
as the revelations of the theory of the new biology about the "impossibility of 
the existence of words about non-spatial phenomena" spread among the 
advanced Russian workers, etc. etc., the obviously exploitative treatment of 
questions about the material and the spiritual, about idealism, materialism, 
‘psychology’, etc., which is usual for Marxist philosophical literature, will lose 
its relatively revolutionary significance and will begin to play a reactionary 


role. Furthermore: as the clear understanding of the assertions of the theory 
of the new biology set forth in subsequent chapters about the mass return, in 
the era of the dictatorship of the proletariat, to a single system of organic 
movements and about the total mass destruction of logic, including 
damalectical logic, soreads among advanced Russian workers, the same 
revolution will also take place with the previously revolutionary role of 
figuring in Marxist 
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philosophical literature of the elements of Hegelian dialectical logic; and this 
feature of Marxist philosophical literature will then acquire a reactionary 
character. Thus, we are engaged in clarifying all this in detail in the second 
part of the first volume, after a number of subsequent chapters have 
significantly expanded our theoretical views on this matter. 


But already here, in the first chapter, we do something to shed light on the 
question posed above: on the reasons for the triumph of the exploitative 
point of view in the treatment by Marxist literature of the question of the 
material and the spiritual. For this purpose, a little further on, we 
demonstrate for some time before the reader a typical limited, always 
inevitably vulgar exploitative “historian of philosophy,” who was the true 
teacher of the aforementioned “hundreds of people” in all those cases when 
they wrote on the fundamental questions of philosophy listed above; we 
bring out the exploitative “historian of philosophy” and force him right there, 
before the Reader, already armed with the most recent results of our analysis 
of the problem of the spatial and the non-spatial in the text of the first 
chapter, to weave the usual exploitative historical-philosophical rigmarole 
about two figures in the history of philosopony—Democritus and Descartes. By 
giving the Reader the opportunity to compare the usual hackneyed, the 
usual trivialities of our “historian of philosophy” with that mere attitude 
toward the idea of Democritus and Descartes which follows of itself from our 
previous analysis of the problem of the spatial and the non-spatial and from 
the accompanying analysis of the role of the term (word) “existence,” we 
force the Reader to exercise, to train himself in the ability to independently— 
far from this book—apply the results of the analysis of the problem of the 
spatial and the non-spatial which he has already obtained to a mere 
preliminary criticism of the usual exploitative historical-philosophical 
phrases; even when reading the first pages of this chapter, one could have 
become convinced, using another example, how important for our entire 
undertaking we consider immediate, abundant, and persistent training of the 


Reader in the ability to independently apply in practice any of the current 
results of our research. 


12 
The following caveat should be made regarding our approach to Democritus: 


We have already mentioned above that in Volume C, in a separate detailed 
chapter, we subject to linguistic analysis, from the point of view of the theory 
of the new biology, a whole series of words used in the Greek fragments of 
Democritus that have come down to us, as well as in a number of 
translations of these fragments into European languages; we mentioned that 
in doing so we discover in the historical-philosophical literature the triumph 
of the most vulgar distortion of the real meaning of these fragments, which is 
absolutely inevitable for the exploitative period. It is quite understandable 
why linguistic analysis begins to play such a large role in the approach of the 
theory of the new biology to historical-philosophical problems: it helps. to 
reveal the complex history of the origin of those stereotyped, hackneyed 
groups of organic movements, those stereotyped, hackneyed chains of 
reflexes which, in literary form, under the name of “historical-philosophical 
judgments,” figure in all historical-philosophical works in general, and in 
particular in historical-philosophical works intended for the education of the 
proletariat. Therefore, we are by no means interested only in the “logical 
meaning” of the authentic fragments of Democritus; we would consider the 
task of revealing such a thing extremely limited for a Marxist work: we are 
interested in the entire history of both the original and, no less, the 
translated texts of Democritus, in the changing role that these texts played 
at various moments in the thousand-year development of the class struggle. 
| Only lack of space prevents us from comparing this approach to the topic 
with Marx’s method of criticism in Capital of the phraseological features of 
the theoretical works of Adam Smith and D. Ricardo. Here, in Chapter 1, we 
limit ourselves exclusively to posing the question of Democritus. We consider 
the following to be sufficient theoretical means for posing the question of 
Democritus: everything that has become known to us from the previous 
exposition on the problem of the spatial and non-spatial, and in particular, 
what has become known to us about the inapplicability of the word 
“existence” to non-spatial phenomena. Approaching the topic, — to posing 
the question of 
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Democritus, we have deliberately isolated ourselves from the study of the 
Greek fragments of Democritus up to the C-th volume: here, in the |-th 
chapter, the Greek fragments of Democritus, as is quite clear from the 
preceding, do not interest us at all; here, in the |-th chapter, we are 
interested exclusively in the modern, present-day Democritus, just as above, 
in the question of the material and the spiritual, we were interested in the 
modern, present-day texts from the works of Comrades Bukharin and 
Sarabyanov. We are especially interested in that very Democritus with whom 
the modern advanced revolutionary worker becomes acquainted: therefore 
we open B. Gorev’s book “Materialism—the Philosophy of the Proletariat” 
(Moscow, 1920) and on page 15 we read the following lines from the 
translation of the well-known fragment of Democritus: 


` „lt only seems to us that bitterness and sweetness, heat and cold, different 
colors exist; but in reality only atoms and emptiness exist.“ (Italics by B. 
Gorev). 


For the "historian of philosophy" in the usual sense of this translation, 
everything is clear: Democritus is the "founder of materialism"; Democritus, 
who considered material phenomena to be composed of atoms of various 
forms, asserted that mental phenomena, i.e. thinking, sensations, ideas, 
feelings, etc., also consist of atoms, but of "round and smooth" atoms, of 
“atoms of the soul"; thus, Democritus is not a "dualist" but a "monist": 
Democritus reduced all mental phenomena to material ones, to extended 
atoms. 


The exploitative "historian of philosophy," before whose eyes the material 
and the spiritual have been for thousands of years, as we have already once 
put it above, in a "motley exploitative mixture" of the spatial and the non- 
Spatial, sees no reason to worry about his "understanding of this short 
excerpt from Democritus, so self-evident does such an understanding seem 
to him. | However, for the Reader and me, a problem arises here. After all 
that we had to learn new things, which violently contradict all the views on 
the material and the spiritual that are customary in philosophical literature, 
when we investigated the problem of the spatial and the non-spatial; after, in 
particular, we had to establish the inapplicability of the word "existence" to 
non-spatial 


phenomena, the cited lines alone from this translation of the fragment of 
Democritus force us, in contrast to the above-cited stereotyped 
understanding of these lines by the “historian of philosophy”, to put forward 


another “Ottoman version” of the question about these statements of 
Democritus. 


Legions of "thinkers" have written thick books over the course of millennia 
about "existing" "material" and "mental" phenomena, as about spatial, non- 
spatial and mixtures of both, using catalogs of words for both and for the 
third, including the word "existence". Based on what we have learned above, 
the Reader and | pose the question: why did Democritus not use a single 
word to designate non-spatial phenomena except the word "punishment"? 
Perhaps with this word "punishment" he was trying to reveal the opposition 
of non-spatial phenomena to "existing" spatial ones: "only atoms exist". If, 
upon investigation in the 1st volume, it should become clear that this is 
precisely the case, then it will at once become apparent that it is a complete 
untruth that Democritus “explained” non-spatial, i.e., “mental” phenomena 
as consisting of “smooth and round” atoms, “reducing” them to material 
atoms; it will immediately become apparent that this story about such an 
imaginary “teaching of Democritus” is, from beginning to end, an invention 
of the vulgar, exploitative history of philosophy, and, consequently, is 
completely in vain repeated uncritically in popular books published for the 
education of workers by the authors of Marxist historical-philosophical works 
who have been misled by it. But let us continue to formulate the questions 
that arise for us: does Democritus not in this case use the words “soul,” 
“thinking,” etc., as denoting exclusively spatial, i.e. material phenomena, 
without non-spatial phenomena, without “punishments”? Does he not use 
these words as denoting either the movement of air particles (“soul”), or the 
movement of parts of the organism, i.e. physiological reactions (“thinking”) - 
and in both cases completely without “non-spatial phenomena,” without 
“punishments”? In this case it will turn out that the words “thinking,” “soul,” 
etc., denoting in Democritus only spatial phenomena (movements) 


at 
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contrasted with the word denoting non-spatial phenomena—“ punishment.” 


If all this turns out to be true, then at the same time another question will 
arise: how should we treat the interpretation of Democritus’s teaching on 
“punishment” by the exploitative history of philosophy? The question will 
arise: is it not true that the exploitative history of philosophy, having become 
completely confused in understanding Democritus’s clarity, which was 
inaccessible to it, was forced to invent a special explanation, a special 
interpretation for Democritus’s words “punishment,” “opinion?” Didn’t things 


happen in such a way that it was forced to mix up this teaching of 
Democritus’s on “punishment” (the “teaching on punishment”) with his other 
secondary teaching on “dark thought” and “genuine thought”? Did it not 
happen that she was forced, in turn, to convey this teaching about “dark 
thought” and “genuine thought” in her own way, as a variety of the usual 
“psychological” teaching about “errors,” about “erroneous perception,” 
about “erroneous impressions,” about “erroneous judgments,” about 
“erroneous knowledge,” etc.—that is, as a teaching in which spatial and non- 
spatial phenomena appeared in the usual mixed-up form? In this case, the 
result should have been that it was not the non-spatial phenomena about 
which the “historian of philosophy” knows little, but precisely all these listed 
exploitative products of mixing some physiological reactions with non-spatial 
phenomena, i.e. all these mixtures of the one and the other, that Democritus 
(apparently “for brevity”) called “punishment” or “opinion.” 


After the Reader has had time to assimilate the results of the preceding 
study of the problem of the spatial and non-spatial and the particular 
assertion about the impossibility of applying the word “existence” to non- 
spatial phenomena, literally the very first steps that he takes in an 
independent study of Democritus or anyone else will inevitably lead him to 
an assessment in practice of the striking limitations of the bourgeois 
“thinker” noted by Marx, to an assessment in practice of the complete 
inability, in particular, of the exploitative “historian” 
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"The historian of philosophy" has no business to see anything beyond the 
vulgar "surface of phenomena," to penetrate any deeper than the "external 
appearance." The "historian of philosophy" does not care at all about all this. 
He would rather distort Democritus beyond recognition, and distort anyone 
else beyond recognition, than try to investigate anything outside his 
exploitative mirages. He can sit in libraries until he goes bald, but he is not 
able to understand anything from Democritus or anyone else, outside the 
exploitative mirage of his hopelessly confused exploitative concepts of the 
material and the spiritual, of materialism, idealism and psychology, of 
"existence," etc.; he is not able to even once understand clearly what he is 
talking about. In general, he gives the impression that thinking about 
anything is not in his habits. He writes blindly, having inherited the priestly 
deception about materialism, idealism, etc., etc. If someone by some miracle 
managed to convince him of the need to think more deeply about what he 
writes about, it would put our "historian of philosophy" in a gloomy mood: 


this would express a threat to his dear habits of vulgar superficial chatter 
about anything. 


If he reads René Descartes, if he reads these famous passages from 
Descartes's early writings: "I think, therefore | am," or "I alone exist" (‘Sodio 
érao sum' - 'Zou$ ipse sum'), he immediately begins to howl in ridiculous 
melodramatic excitement about the tragedy of Descartes’ solitude, about the 
tragedy of his "solipsism," or about the fact that Descartes is the leader of 
the newest idealism, or, conversely, about the fact that Descartes is the 
leader of the newest materialism. He, squeaking with his pen, diligently 
writes some thick volume about Descartes, like a certain Kuno Fischer does, 
and at the same time is unable to understand anything about the true 
tragedy of Descartes. 


“He hears the words, "I think, therefore | exist." He sees these signs with 
which these @loves are depicted in the book, and when he begins to howl 
about "solipsism" on this account, he does not care at all what exactly these 
words meant for Descartes: "to think," "I," to exist. 


77 


He does not care that Descartes uses the word “thinking” in a sense that is 
precisely diametrically opposed to the sense in which this same word, as we 
tried to admit above, was used by Democritus; he does not care that, since 
Descartes used this word to designate only non-spatial phenomena, 
completely without spatial phenomena, then, consequently, the very fact 
that Descartes immediately added the word “exist” to the word that he used 
to designate non-spatial phenomena shows that he, literally from the very 
first steps, became entangled in the nets of exploitative deception. He does 
not see, he does not notice how this brilliant daredevil of the then young and 
courageous bourgeoisie, having stirred up the old heaps of exploitative 
deception, from his very first steps forward himself suffocated in this 
deception; Having rightly extolled to the skies his “method of doubt” in the 
concepts of the past (in the concepts of the exploitative past), Descartes, for 
the first time in many centuries, brought forward, to the forefront, the 
problem of the spatial and the non-spatial in his famous, but imprecise 
formulation: “thought and extension”; but Descartes did not go beyond this 
imprecise formulation, which was reconciled with class society: he never 
succeeded in understanding that 1) in relation to the “non-extended” the 
existence of words is impossible; and that 2) “the non-extended cannot 
arouse interest (a “reaction” of interest) in anyone. These discoveries are 
destined for another class, which has no need to stop before exposing to the 


whole world the entire philosophical exploitative deception and which has no 
need to stop before the decisive, complete destruction of this deception 
throughout the world. 


The following quotation from Descartes clearly characterizes both the 
revolutionary spirit and the exploitative limitations of this bourgeois leader: 
“But | know only two higher kinds of things: one kind of things intellectual or 
mental, that is, those pertaining to the spirit or thinking substance; the other 
kind of things material, that is, those pertaining to extended substance or 
body. Perception, desire, and all kinds of both perception and desire, pertain 
to the thinking substance; to the extended pertain magnitude, that is, 
extension itself in length, width, and depth, figure, movement, position, 
action.” 
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"the parts themselves, etc." (René Descartes, "First Principles," p. 48). As the 
Reader will clearly see from this quotation, Descartes still knows nothing 
about the fact that the existence of words is impossible about non-spatial 
phenomena: but does the "historian of philosophy" see this as Descartes' 
peculiarity, who chatters incessantly and senselessly about his "materialism" 
or "idealism" or his "solipsism"? 


The limited, vulgar, exploitative “historian of philosophy” is, of course, 
completely incapable of, having abstracted himself from his confused 
exploitative concepts of the material and the spiritual, of materialism, 
idealism and psychology, of “existence,” etc., etc., to understand anything 
real in what he is trying to study; he is incapable of understanding what 
exactly happened, what exactly happened to Descartes’ organism, why this 
organism wrote such and such books, filled with such and such words. The 
narrow-minded, always inevitably vulgar, exploitative “historian of 
philosophy” himself sees on the sly that he really understands nothing of 
what he writes about, and he looks greedily for someone who will help him in 
his difficulty: and in the thousand-year-old huckstering world of the bourgeois 
market he quickly finds the one he is looking for: the bourgeois philosophical 
“critic” hastens to his aid; this “critic,” addressing the market crowd of city 
philistines, informs them that, although he “disagrees” with some things with 
the “historian of philosophy” whom he criticizes, he finds his book full of 
“astonishingly profound passages”; This “critic,” who will later share equally 
with the “historian of philosophy” whom he criticizes the fame they have 
jointly acquired on the market, makes highly mysterious equivocations 
before the public in the direction of the “depth of things,” which—let the 


listeners understand—he and the author have penetrated; and the bourgeois 
crowd, fooled by these market buffoons, bows its heads before their 
authoritative wisdom: this crowd remembers well that the priests have 
always protected its exploitative “order,” its exploitative “well-being.” Such 
are the philosophical customs of the bourgeois world. 


But when, as often happens, some confused exploitative “historian of 
philosophy” skillfully dresses himself in the guise of a “Marxist”, who has 
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with his exclusive specialty of “questions of Marxist philosophical theory” 
and, in the practice of his professorial life, standing far from the current 
profoundly revolutionary political and economic questions of Marxism, the 
situation becomes even more difficult: not the vulgar bourgeois crowd, but 
an audience of revolutionary workers has such a “historian” before him: the 
revolutionary workers are waiting to hear what this man, who swears by the 
sacred name of the great hater of bourgeois lies—Karl Marx—will say about 
the history of philosophy; and this “historian” does not keep himself waiting 
long. Some A. Deborin, over the course of several hundred pages, talks to 
the workers in various ways, completely exploitative from beginning to end, 
about exploitative agents who are completely incomprehensible to him: 
about Hobbes, or Locke, or Berkeley, or Hume, or Mach—about their 
materialism, idealism, psychologism, empiricism, phenomenalism, 
sensualism, rationalism, etc., etc., etc. And the venerable “critic” who 
praises this exploitative nonsense, very similar to the one we just saw, a little 
higher, in the bourgeois market, is also “on the face”: “A number of 
interesting remarks (see!!! E. A.) about the connection between French 
materialism and English philosophy can be found in the book of Comrade 
Deborin—“Introduction to the Philosophy of Dialectical Materialism”—we find 
such an authoritative review of this book by Comrade D. Ryazanov in his 
notes to G. Plekhanov’s book “Essays on the History of Materialism” 
(Moscow, 1922, p. 177): 


It is possible that many years later, in the “great encyclopedic dictionary” of 
communist humanity, it will be written: “Homeric laughter is a special, very 
cheerful laughter, with which first Russian workers, and then workers of the 
whole world, laughed in chorus when, having finally woken up to the eternal 
exploitative philosophical deception of the material and spiritual, 
materialism, idealism, psychology, etc., they gathered together and began, 
for the sake of laughter, with the most serious expression, to read aloud 
books in which the theories of various de Robertis or books written by 


various Deborins were set forth, i.e. they began to read aloud, for the sake of 
laughter, those very books, some of which had previously been mistakenly, 
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"through misunderstanding, were intended specifically for 'training workers 
in the great teaching of the great hater of exploitative deception, Karl Marx. 
This happened very shortly before, finally, the advanced revolutionary 
workers, simple workers in blouses, first of Russia and then of the whole 
world, armed with the theory of the new biology and its revelations, 
decisively moved to conquer and destroy, hitherto considered 'sacred', such 
special instruments of exploitative deception as the philosophy and 
psychology departments of bourgeois or socialist universities and 
academies." 


It must be assumed that it is precisely such reports about the history of the 
beginning of the demise of the exploitative inventions of “philosophy” and 

“osychology” that will appear in the “great encyclopedic dictionary” of the 

communist future. 


But now we can only allow ourselves to be distracted by idle thoughts about 
this distant future for a few short minutes. Now, in real life, we see all around 
us the complete triumph of exploitative deception in the presentation of the 
fundamental questions of “philosophy” about the material and spiritual, 
which is filled with revolutionary workers. Now the Reader and | are rereading 
over and over again the old exploitative nonsense of one of the thousand 
exploitative agents, E. de Roberti, about “social interpsychophysicism,” 
“social interspirituality,” © “mental interaction of all kinds in human 
society,” just printed in a huge number of copies and distributed — just think 
of it, among the victorious Russian workers for their enlightenment — then 
the exploitative deception about “idealism,” about “materialism,” about 
“psychology,” or about “rationalism,” “empiricism,” “Sensualism,” etc., etc. 
And every time we unfold the cover of such a book, preaching all this to the 
workers, we find on the title the name of N. Bukharin, then the name of some 
special specialist in questions of Marxist philosophy, then the name of some 
other absolutely extraordinary author, like Plekhanov, considered to be the 
highest authority in questions of Marxist philosophy. Seeing this energetic, 
continuous, united “offensive” 
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"the revolution of bourgeois ideology" we, not without impatience, are ready 
to exclaim: 


— What is this!.. How deeply disturbing can such persistence of reactionary 
prejudices be!.. 


"| fully share your excitement," interrupts the Reader: "Now for the first time 
I am learning to look in a completely new way at hundreds of questions in 
which previously | saw no reason for rebellion. | want to tell you, but in such 
a way that you by no means think that you have in me a supporter of the 
theory of "interspirituality" or "interpsychophysics," that | myself and many 
dozens of my close friends - advanced revolutionary workers - will merge our 
reactions of excitement in a friendly, common, joint struggle against the truly 
reactionary prejudices in Marxist literature and theoreticians exposed by the 
theory of the new biology. | Know that in your further exposition you will 
continue to illuminate in a completely new way a whole series of other 
fundamental questions of Marxism, and | await with excited impatience the 
publication of these further chapters. Ahead lies a struggle with people who 
do not want to go forward, although they are not averse, on occasion, to 
talking about the fact that “it would be strange if Marxist theory were to 
forever mark time.” You understand, of course, that | do not doubt for a 
second the complete inevitability of our victory (you will allow me and my 
friends, in questions of the struggle against reactionary survivals, to speak 
on behalf of all of us, together with you). | am perfectly aware of the strength 
that will be given to us by a number of truly unheard-of assertions that you 
have so thoroughly proven, of which the assertions “about the non-existence 
of words about individual non-spatial phenomena and about groups of non- 
spatial phenomena” and “about the non-existence and impossibility of a 
reaction of interest in non-spatial phenomena” seem to me to be so striking. 
| foresee in advance how, armed above all with these two new steel weapons 
of analysis, we will easily expose the greatest superficiality of those who 
want to attach these views of ours to some “philosophical” school or even 
blindly and hastily unite the supporters of these views, for example, with the 
so-called “objectivists”, about whom, for example, about F. Le Dantec, | am 
sure you have yet to 
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you will speak in the future. | am also so impatiently awaiting the next 
chapters because, judging by your repeated warning about further 
elucidation of the “exploitative origin” of these reactionary remnants, you 
will further reveal the class roots of your revelations. In general, all the 
features of your worldview”... 


r 


“We no longer have any ‘worldview’...” we interrupt the Reader. “‘Worldview 
is an exploitative invention; with the advent of the era of proletarian 
dictatorship, we are against worldviews.” We are for the proletarian and 
future communist “unified system of organic movements.” 


"| have not yet quite grasped what you mean by ‘a single system of organic 
movements’; | confess that the following chapters interest me most of all 
because you promised to speak in detail in them about the 'single system of 
organic movements’: | remember very well that you connect its mass 
triumph with the period of the proletarian dictatorship, with the destruction, 
as you promise to prove , of the exploitative highest 'eternal' values - 
‘reason’, 'knowledge’, 'logic' - ideologies in general. | see that in general, all 
the features of your theoretical position are such that for people who occupy 
this position it will be impossible for some time to live in peace with any of 
the famous people who are authoritative in theory. And | know that this will 
continue for as long as: you do not win a completely clear understanding of 
your position among all of us, simple revolutionary workers from the 
proletarian vanguard... 


“Don’t you think that | correctly distinguish this, in my opinion, the only path 
to the victory of your views over the exploitative deception?” 


- Well, of course! We think so. We completely agree with our Reader on this. 
Moscow, 12.X1--2.XU. 1922 
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